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ABSTRACT
With the intent of improving agricultural revenues and solidifying her place as an ecotourism destination, it has been proposed that the island nation of The Commonwealth of
Dominica convert all agricultural activities to organic production. To meet this challenge from
the supply perspective, training of farmers in organic production practices has already begun. It
remains, however, to quantify the potential demand for organically produced products. With this
information in hand, appropriate producer support and marketing programs could be developed
that would help to promote the production and consumption of Dominica‟s organic outputs and
would propel Dominica toward its desired status of a model „Organic Island‟.
Broadly it is the purpose of this project is to explore Dominica‟s current and potential
domestic demand for organic and/or locally grown fruit and vegetables. Surveys were conducted
with 200 Dominican consumers to assess their opinions and willingness-to-pay (WTP) for these
products. Descriptive and binomial logistic regression analyses were used to evaluate survey
data. Overall this study found that, on average, Dominican consumers are willing to pay a slight
margin (~3.1%) for organic and locally grown produce. These results, however, were found to
vary significantly across various segments of the sampled population; education, ethnicity,
marital status, and consumer opinion regarding the country of origin of food and the
environmental impacts of chemicals were found to be important determinants WTP. Based on
results from this study it appears that should organic produce become more widely available,
some population segments will demand and be willing to pay for these products. Results from
this analysis suggest that, from the perspective of domestic consumers, Dominica should
continue to exploring the possibility of becoming an “Organic Island.”
Keywords: contingent valuation, willingness to pay, Caribbean, organic, locally grown.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

The Commonwealth of Dominica, West Indies, is a middle-income, Small Island
Developing State (SIDS) located in the middle of the Lesser Antillean archipelago roughly 560
km north of the coast of Venezuela. The landmass of Dominica is relatively small, covering an
area of 750 km2 (24 km x 48 km), and is home to 72,660 people. The economy is described as
small, open and vulnerable and has an exchange rate that is “broadly competitive” (IMF, 2007).

Historically, Dominica has relied heavily on large-scale plantation, monocropping
systems, beginning with sugar and more recently (the past 50 years or so) with bananas.
Ecotourism now has a high profile for the island‟s economic diversification. The economy fell
sharply from 2000 to 2003 due to a decline in banana production following the cancellation of
trade preferences for Caribbean-grown bananas in the European Union. Legislation ending
preferential access to the European Union market for bananas in the year 2000 has made it
difficult for Dominica, and many other Caribbean islands which produced bananas, to compete
with large-scale banana producers such as Dole and Chiquita who produce the majority of their
banana crops in Central and South America. To combat this economic decline, the government
briefly entered into a structural adjustment program with the International Monetary Fund (IMF)
in 2000 and 2002, which helped stabilize the economy. The agricultural sector, accounts for
40% of Dominica‟s labor employment. The industry sector accounts for 32%, and services
account for the remaining 28% of the domestic labor. Overall per capita GDP is US $10,200
(FAOSTAT, 2008).
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Historically, Dominica‟s

agricultural development has been highly dependent upon

monocrop farming of cash crops, starting with sugar some 300 years ago (Honeychurch, 1995).
More recently this has continued with the dominant production of coffee, limes, vanilla and
finally bananas (DiMatteo, 2007). These activities have heavily relied on the country‟s natural
resources for their success, but due to the impacts of monocropping, these practices have the
increased vulnerability of the land and crops to natural disasters, and competitive nature of
international markets. For example, in 2000, the decrease in preferential access to the European
Union market for bananas made it difficult for the Island and other Caribbean islands who
produced bananas, to claim positions as leaders in the banana industry.
Dominica struggled with a series of economic downturns during the 1990s through and
the early 2000s though the economy have recovered (IMF, 2007). Because of the wide array of
economic, environmental and social challenges confronting Dominica, the country has been
promoting the diversification of its agricultural products in addition to encouraging niche
farming and organic production and organic production (Government of Dominica 2007).
It is very difficult for SIDS producers to successfully compete with large South American
banana producers. Dominica‟s responses to the situation have included looking elsewhere for
economic stability. The government has redoubled its efforts at building a viable tourism
industry. Eco-tourism is a growing economic sector in Dominica which started in the late 1990s,
but its continued growth will require the sustainable use of many of the natural resources with
which Dominica is endowed (DiMatteo, 2007). Eco-tourism is seen as having a low negative
impact on the environment. Worldwide ecotourism is a growing source of tourist revenue. This
probably is because it fits well with persons who are focused on personal health and wellness and
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decreasing their negative impacts on the environment. It also compliments small-scale
agricultural production.
Dominica‟s ecotourism attracts people from different areas of the world. The emphasis
on ecotourism helps increase the time on cruise ship visitors spend on the island. This translates
to more foreign earnings into the local economy from their local expenditure. The emphasis on
ecotourism now is coupled with an emphasis on agro-tourism (USAID/Caribbean, 2007;
DiMatteo, 2007).
To help ensure that Dominica‟s terrain and ecosystems are maintained in conditions
supportive of ecotourism and local economic development, the government of Dominica is
embarking on a programme to establish Dominica as an “Organic Island” (Government of
Dominica 2010). This initiative requires that all agricultural production on the island to be
produced in a manner consistent with accepted organic practices. A benefit of this program will
be reduction in the volume of agricultural chemical inputs that enter rivers and soils. Organic
production may also improve integrated pest management strategies, and increase the utilization
of farm organic waste. Organic production in Dominica is seen as one of the vehicle that can
create more sustainable form of development. As in other parts of the world, leaders and farmers
in Dominica associate organic production with healthier and safer food, healthier soils, safer
foods, greater biodiversity, and reductions in poverty (Scialabba, 2003; Sarker and Itohara, 2008;
Government of Dominica 2010).
In October of 2007, the first Conference on Caribbean Organic Agriculture Officials was
sponsored by the Inter-American Institute for Agricultural Cooperation. Dominica was among
the countries represented. In Dominica, steps currently are being taken to establish an organic
certification and accreditation process (USAID/Caribbean, 2007), though there currently are no
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certified organic farms. However, the Dominica Organic Association Movement (DOAM), does
recognize the efforts of many small scale local farmers, who, through their production practices,
could be considered organic but in the absence of local guidelines and regulations cannot be
accredited. The Dominica Association of Organic Movement (DOAM) is a volunteer-based
organization which consists of approximately 50 members including farmers, agricultural
businesses, as well as individuals not directly employed in agriculture. The executive committee
also includes individuals like Al-Mario Casimir and Keian Stephenson, who are employed by the
government and work with DOAM as representatives of the Division of Agriculture
(USAID/Caribbean, 2007).
Among the main objectives of the organization are the establishment of a sound and
sustainable basis for economic and social development to increase agricultural employment. The
following products have been identified by DOAM for conversion to organic: teas, infusions,
seasonings, chocolate, specialty health foods and drinks, and confectionary products and fruits
and vegetables.
The health conscious consumer movement has had a significant impact on promoting the
production of organic foods and products (Demeritt, 2002). One of the large supermarket chains
in the United Kingdom has approached a number of regional governments with a view to
entering into arrangements with local farmers to produce organic produce for their supermarket
chain.

Experts from Sainsbury have visited Dominica, St. Lucia, and Grenada and have

identified areas and farmers that could become part of an organic producer group. A number of
companies in the United States are seeking to secure supplies of organic fruits and root crops
from suppliers in Jamaica and the Windward Islands. A number of hotels and restaurants
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expressed interest in obtaining organic supplies. In the case of the hotels, the demand seems to
be emanating from their extra-regional guests (USAID/Caribbean, 2007).
In response to these opportunities a significant number of farmers have expressed
genuine interest in entering this market and several have begun to adjust their production from
conventional to organic practices. The fledging organic industry in the region, however, is in
need of significant technical support. In Dominica much awareness is being created within the
public and private sectors promoting organic production on the island, and a group of organic
producers have even secured funds to establish a compost operation on the island. A major
difficulty confronting DOAM is the cost of certification and product identification. The greatest
need of organic agriculture production is the technical expertise to aid in efficient production.
For example, assistance is greatly needed in establishing irrigation lines in drier parts of the
island, improving post-harvest handling of fresh produce, and food processing to improve the
value and longevity of the products. In addition, the establishment of a lab is essential to assist
with the testing of water, soil and plants for diseases or other contamination.

Consumer preference for organic and locally grown foods.
Food intake and lifestyle habits influence one‟s degree of wellness, and/or the risk one
has for various diseases. Some lifestyle and diet related diseases include cancers, diabetes, heart
disease, hypertension and obesity. While commonly associated with North American lifestyles,
these illnesses are also a common cause of morbidity and mortality in Dominica and the
Caribbean Region as a whole (Cubillos-Garzon et al., 2004). These illnesses are largely
associated with dietary changes (Alberts et al., 2007). Many Dominicans, especially those living
in more urban areas, have adopted eating fast foods high in cholesterol and now avoid eating
traditional foods that have higher nutritional value. According to Jew et al. (2009) dietary
5

changes from healthy foods to processed foods has resulted to chronic diseases worldwide that
could be avoided with an appropriate food intake level.
Though consumer preference for healthy food and willingness to pay is heterogeneous in
any given society (Barreiro-Hurle et al., 2009), trends are clear in the developed world that the
market for organic product is increasing (Janssen et al., 2009; Yiridoe et al., 2005; Vander Mey,
2004; Lotter, 2003). As previously noted, health concerns have fueled the growth of organic
foods. It must be recognized, however, that no diet or lifestyle can make one “bullet proof”
against diseases; rather, potential health benefit represent a decreased likelihood that disease will
occur, not a guarantee of total protection (Charles et al., 2008). Research continues that is
focused on the potential health benefits of particular vegetables and fruits, or groups of these.
The foods include dark green and orange vegetables, cruciferous vegetables (e.g., cabbage,
broccoli, cauliflower, Brussels sprouts), soy products, legumes, Allium vegetables (onions and
garlic), and tomato products. Some evidence suggests that individuals who eat more vegetables
and fruits have less weight gain and lower risk of developing obesity over time (Feigelson and
Patel, 2006). However, in the developing world, and particularly in the Caribbean, awareness of
the benefits of organic food is still lacking (Scialabba, 2000). Concerns about food safety and
quality, primarily due to a function of the globalization of food and increased demand related to
global population, trade and income growth, and expansion of niche markets (Kendall and
Petracco, 2009; Vander Mey, 2004) have made the production of organic foods more attractive
to the Caribbean people. In other parts of the developing world, for instance Kenya, nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), foreign donors, agricultural researchers, and small-scale
farmers are uniting around the promotion and legitimization of organic agriculture as an
alternative to the Green Revolution (GR) technological package.
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Generally speaking, consumers have positive attitudes toward organic products, since
they view them as being healthier than conventional alternatives (Beharrel and MacFie, 1991).
Many nutritionists and proponents of organic products suggest that organic foods reduce the risk
and delay the onset of the chronic age-related diseases. In addition, the medical evidence linking
fruits and vegetables to good health is extensive. New evidence exists suggesting that organic
fruits and vegetables provide more nutrients for a given volume than do conventionally grown
produce, and these organic products may include important protective phytonutrients like
polyphenols and antioxidant pigments (Charles et al., 2008). On the other hand, there currently
is a call to investigate the health claims made that promote organic foods and foodstuffs (Rosen,
2010). Ignoring the validity of the health claim issue, there is a need to determine if people
willing to pay extra for organic foods in regions where food scarcity is the norm? Thus it is
essential to estimate consumers‟ willingness to pay (WTP) for locally and organically produce
foods.
Willingness to pay is the amount of money that an individual is willing to sacrifice to
acquire a good or service. The WTP function establishes the price that an individual is willing to
pay for a given level of quality, (q), given prices (p), income and preferences (Lusk and Hudson,
2004). Alternatively, it can also be stated that WTP is the maximum amount of money an
individual is willing to pay for a commodity; as such, WTP is an indicator of the value of the
commodity to that individual. It is an essential determinant of the incentives for product
improvement (Unnevehr et al., 1999) and an important concept for benefit cost analysis. The
techniques that are most commonly used to elicit consumer‟s WTP include contingent valuation,
choice experiments and experimental auctions.
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Objectives
The objective of this study is to explore the potential demand in Dominica for organically
produced fruits and vegetables. Specifically the study seeks to determine: 1) the size of the
organic market in Dominica based on consumer willingness to pay for organic food; 2) the
factors that contribute or detract from consumer willingness to pay for organic foods; 3) identify
those factors that limit consumer purchase of organic foods; and 4) identify those factors that
may limit the ability of Dominican consumers to purchase organic products. Results generated
from this study will help to determine if, from the perspective of Dominica‟s domestic market,
converting Dominica to an organic island improves social welfare.

Organization of Thesis
The remainder of this thesis is organized as follows. Chapter 2 provides a discussion of
willingness-to-pay estimation procedures, and describes the determinants of willingness to pay
for locally-grown organic food products. Chapter 2 concludes with an overview of fruit and
vegetable production in Dominica. Chapter 3 provides a discussion of the welfare impacts of
converting Dominica to an organic Island. The chapter concludes with a cost benefit analysis of
transitioning from conventional to Organic.

Chapter 4 presents the methodology used in this

study. Specifically, this chapter describes the study sites, survey instrument development and
administration, and data entry, cleaning, and analysis. Chapter 5 provides the study results and
discussion. Finally, the study conclusions and suggestions for future research are provided in
Chapter 6.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

The demand for different food attributes elicited from consumers can be evaluated
using either stated preference or revealed preference. Stated preference provides
consumers with product choices at a particular point in time and identifies through many
choice options, consistent patterns of preference for each respondent. Stated preference
are commonly used to estimate or measure consumer preference for new products and
services (Kimenju et al., 2005). According to (Goddad et al., 2007) stated preference
requires the survey respondent to make a choice between options with a bundle of
attributes for each bundle. However the consumer aims at maximizing utility based on a
traditional Marshallian demand curve (Kim et al., 2006). In this case the consumer has a
choice for a level of the good X that maximizes its utility, the demand function for x is a
function of market price (p) income (y) and quality (q) of the good. The maximum
amount of income a consumer is willing to pay for a quality good increase from q0 to q1
for a given good that maintains the consumers initial utility level is commonly referred to
the consumer‟s willingness to pay (wtp) for an increase in the quality. Mathematically,
WTP is:

V  p, y  WTP, q1  

v
 pyq0 

[2.1]

where WTP is the amount the consumer is willing to pay for the change in quality of the
produce assuming the utility is constant at some level V.
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According to Mirian and Casellas (2009), the Stated Preference Survey approach
is known to have the ability to evaluate respondents‟ attitudes, ease of distribution and
analysis, and ability to facilitate critical thinking in stated preference options. The
methods applied on this approach are: contingent valuation, experiments design and
experimental auctions.
Revealed preference techniques are indirect methods that infer WTP from actual
behavior. The main advantage of revealed-preference methods over stated preference
methods is that they are based on actual behavior. In other words, the values derived
reflect real commitments of consumer resources to achieve specific quality improvement.
Common ways of eliciting WTP using revealed preferences include hedonic methods,
and travel cost methods. According to (Urama and Hodge, 2006), the integration of the
both stated and revealed preferences to explore the processes of public preferences may
be the best path for future research.
Estimates of willingness to pay
Economists and market researchers have used contingent valuation (CV), choice
experiments (CE), and experimental auctions (EA) or combinations of the three methods
extensively to elicit consumer preferences for food labels on various attributes (Fox et
al.,1994; Fox 1995; Huffman et al., 1996; Hossain et al., 2003; Loureiro and Umberger
2003, 2005). To estimate consumer demand, or willingness-to-pay (WTP), economists
must turn to hypothetical-contingent or experimental markets due to the unavailability of
markets for the good/service. Historically, contingent valuation has mainly been used for
the monetary evaluation of consumer preferences for nonmarket goods.
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Contingent valuation (CV)
The Contingent Valuation Method (CVM) is an economic, non-market based
valuation method normally used to predict individual preferences for public goods,
notably environmental quality. CVM technique normally uses questionnaires asking
directly consumers, i.e. respondents, their maximum willingness to pay (WTP) for
specified improvements in the environmental quality, like protection of marine
biodiversity. CVM goes around the absence of markets for public goods by providing the
consumers with a hypothetical market in which they have the opportunity to buy the good
in question. Because the elicited WTP values are contingent upon the market described to
the respondents, this approach came to be called the contingent valuation method
(Venkatachalam, 2003). The contingent valuation method is increasingly being applied
are: health economics (Thompson et al., 1984), transportation safety (Jones-Lee et al.,
1995) and cultural economics.
The methods used in contingent valuation include personal interviews, mail and
surveys that solicit for consumer‟s willingness to pay for non market goods, or goods that
are not yet marketed. Survey questions can consist of either open ended or close ended
questions, single bounded and double bounded dichotomous choice questions (Lusk and
Hudson, 2004). Questions are designed to elicit discrete choices and consider WTP for a
single good (Lusk and Hudson, 2004). The consumer assigns a value to products, by
facing a hypothetical purchasing situation in which they have to answer how much
money or how much more they would be willing to pay for a given product. This
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information is important because in the case of organic foods, higher prices and the
shortage of the product hinder demand expansion (Richman and Dimitri, 2000). In
addition, the information available to the consumer about the food quality determines it
demand (Rodríguez et al., 2007).
The main limitation of contingent valuation method is the hypothetical
predisposition which is based on information provided by the respondents, and in most
cases the respondents often have incentive to strategically respond and to not tell the truth
(Lusk and Hudson, 2004). Freeman (1993) notes that the main criticism of CVM is its
validity and reliability. The term validity refers to the procedures used to illicit the
response and depends on the level and nature of information given to the respondents.
Bergstrom et al., (1990) note that the information presented to the respondents can affect
the results positively and negatively. The contingent valuation surveys must be carefully
designed to avoid strategic response by surveyed individuals. Realiability concerns the
overall accuracy of the willingness to pay estimates derived from the survey (Mitchell
and Carson, 1989).

Choice experiments (CE)
Another method frequently used to assess willingness to pay is choice
experiments, which is frequently used to generate the consumer‟s willingness to pay
(WTP) for food attributes. Choice experiments were inspired by the Lancasterian
microeconomic approach (Lancaster,1966), in which individuals derive utility from the
characteristics of the goods rather than directly from the goods themselves. Lancaster
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affirmed that price changes can cause a discrete switch from one bundle of goods to
another that provide the most cost-efficient combination of attributes. He concluded that
certain change in relative goods prices may leave prices, and the consumer's choice
situation, unchanged. However, once the individuals‟ choice has been determined they
implicitly engaged into tradeoffs between the levels of the attributes in the different
options presented in the choice set.

Here the decisions of the consumer can be

compartmentalized or partitioned into two sections; (a) which good to choose and (b)
how much to consume of the chosen good.
Choice experiments have been applied in the marketing, economics, and
transportation literatures in current years (Adamowicz et al., 1998).

In a choice

experiment, people are given a hypothetical setting and asked to choose their preferred
alternative among several alternatives in a choice set. Individuals are then asked to
perform a sequence of such choices. Each alternative is outlined by a number of
characteristics, a monetary value is included as one of the attributes, along with other
attributes of importance, when describing the profile of the alternative presented. Hence
when individuals make their choice, they make trade-offs between attribute levels and
cost. Choice experiments has also been extended to agribusiness research with firms
increasingly interested in producing and selling differentiated goods and services of
values not currently found in well structured markets. Other fields where this technique
have been applied include: examination of consumer valuations of genetically modified
(GM) products, estimation of how consumers value goods or services which vary across
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multiple attributes and in

understanding

consumers‟ decision making process,

particularly for goods and services that are not yet available in the market.

Experimental Auctions (EA)
Experimental auctions are widely used in experimental economics. Participants
submit sealed bids for one or several products, or, more typical in a marketing context,
for the possibility to trade a product for one with an improved quality (like a conventional
product for an organic product).

Experimental auctions differ from of contingent

valuation not only in the framing of the task for the respondent, but also in whether real
money is involved or not (Grunert et al., 2009). Experimental auctions can be performed
in two ways: (1) the consumers are provided with an endowment good then they are
required to bid, in which they will exchange their endowed good for a novel good and (2)
consumers make a direct bid on a number of goods and the random drawing part can
determine which of the goods is binding, so the single unit demand can be established.
Effective experimental auction need to have an incentive compatible mechanism,
i.e. the method provides the bidders with an incentive to reveal their true WTP and avoid
strategic bias (Sichtmann, 2007). Individuals must know that understanding their true
willingness to pay reduces the chance the individual will be able to purchase the product.
Conversely, individuals who overstate their true WTP increase their chance of winning
the auction but may be forced to purchase the good at a price above their true WTP.
Experimental auction typical utilizes the procedure of (Vickrey 1961) which uses
a demand revealing auction. Dickey introduces a 1st and 2nd price auction, in the later the
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consumers bid against each other for a novel good. The individual with the highest bid
pays the 2nd highest bid amount and either exchanges their pre-existing product for the
novel product or obtains the randomly selected goods (Lusk and Hudson, 2004).
However, in the first-price auction the highest bidder wins and pays a price equal to their
bid (Volckner, 2006).
The disadvantages of the experimental auctions are that the procedure is
cumbersome, since participants must gather as a group. The procedure involved is
notably different from the way in which most everyday shopping occurs. The participants
compete for a product where only one or a few of them end up being allowed to purchase.

Fruits and Vegetable Consumption and Trade in Dominica
Fruits and vegetables are essential to the nutrition of the people of the Caribbean.
Accordingly, the Governments of the Region have identified fruits and vegetables as part
of the „Regional Food Basket‟ and for which efforts are dedicated towards achieving
„food sovereignty‟ (CARDI, 2008). Dominica produces a wide range of agricultural
produce, both for local consumption and for export. Some of the fruits and vegetables
that are consumed and produce locally on the Island include: cabbage, lettuce, peppers,
cucumbers, herbs, plantains, bananas, mangos, papayas, pineapple, coconut, watermelon,
oranges,

tangerines,

grapefruit,

limes,

breadfruit,

guava,

avocado,

pumpkin,

taro(dasheen), yams, carrots, celery, beans, tomatoes and sweet potatoes. The major
locally produced and processed foods are dried fruits, hot pepper sauces, jelly, cocoa,
juices, coffee herbal teas, noni and sea moss (agar) energy drinks (CARDI, 2008).
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Dominica export and import agency (DEXIA) is responsible for the export and
import of most goods on the island. They export the following products to Miami and
New York: dasheen, pumpkin, breadfruit and hot peppers, United Kingdom: Dasheen,
coconuts, plantain, avocados, mangoes and ginger, while the Dominica Banana
Marketing Cooperation (DBMC) is responsible for the exports of bananas to the United
Kingdom. To the Caribbean islands like Guadeloupe, Martinique, St. Martin, Antigua,
Anguilla and St. Thomas to name a few almost every commodity is exported.
Dominica‟s major trading partners include UK, the USA and other EU and CARICOM
countries. The following figures highlight some of Dominica‟s exports, imports and top
production respectively.
Dominica‟s main export crop for the period 2004 to 2008 are illustrated in Figure
2.1. Data for this and Figures 2.2-2.3 was obtained from FAOSTAT (2008). Bananas
were the main crop exported during this period. The highest export value for bananas was
2008. Exports of plantains, taro, avocados and food prep nes were constant from 2004 to
2007, but increase in 2008.
Figure 2.2 represents commodities imported into Dominica between 2004 and
2007. Chicken meat accounted for the highest value over the entire period, while rice
husk was the commodity with the smallest value. Figure 2.3 reports the values of
Dominica‟s major agricultural products for the year 2007. Bananas accounted for the
highest production value, followed by grapefruit, cow milk whole fresh, oranges coconuts
and plantains respectively. Cinnamon, cabbages, pumpkins and fresh fruit nes were
among the commodities with the least values.
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Figure 2.1. Dominica‟s Primary Export Crops: 2004-2008

Figure 2.2. Dominica‟s Primary Food Imports: 2004-2007
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Figure 2.3. Dominica‟s Major Agricultural Products in 2007

Organic Food
The term organic denotes products that have been produced in accordance with organic
production standards and certified by a duly constituted certification body or authority.
Common definitions of an organically produced food put emphasis on the technology or
production practices and principles used, and/or the „organic philosophy‟ (e.g., Bourn and
Prescott, 2002). Organic food products usually include vegetables, fruits and herbs as
well as animal products like eggs, dairy products and even meat.
The United States Department of Agriculture defines organic production as a
production system, which avoids or largely excludes the use of synthetically compounded
fertilizers, pesticides, growth regulators and livestock feed additives to the maximum
extent feasible, or farming systems that rely on crop rotation, residues, animal manure,
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legumes, green manure, off-farm organic wastes, and the aspects of biological pest
control measures, soil productivity and tilth, to supply plant nutrients and to control
insects, weeds and other pests (Bourn and Prescott, 2002). Organic food products usually
include vegetables, fruits and herbs as well as animal products like eggs, dairy products
and even meat. The demand for organic produce is in large part due to an expressed
demand for safe-food within systems that do not cause adverse environmental or human
health impacts. In the case of organic product, it is the agricultural production process
rather than inherent qualities of the product that meets consumer demand. Organic
farmers expressed their apprehension that organic certification would only increase their
production costs. Thus, organic certification could adversely affect the promotion of
organic farming practice (Wynen, 2003) in the near future if support from the
government or other organizations is not provided. It is due to this that the sales prices for
certified organic products are generally higher than those of conventional products by
approximately 20 to 25 per cent (Wynen, 2003), the extra costs of certification is an
important addition for organic conversion.
At present, support organizations have been providing subsidies for certification,
but many organic farmers do not rely heavily on such organizations for fear that they
might withdraw the subsidy or cancel payment of the certification fee (Wynen,2003).
Farmers are concerned that cases, they will have to bear the full burden of certification
costs. Some consumers buy organic food primarily because the way it is raised benefits
the environment (Barrett et al., 2001). Others believe absolutely in the health benefits of
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organic food. A larger group of consumers are uncertain if organic food offers enough
health benefits to justify the additional cost.
Being able to put the word "organic" on a food product is a valuable marketing
advantage in today's consumer market. Certification is intended to protect consumers
from misuse of the term, to reduce the risk of fraud and make identification of organics
easy. In the US, federal organic legislation; Organic food production act of 1990. Title
XX1 of the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 Public Law 101-624
defines three levels of organics i.e. 1) 100 percent organic”, displays the USDA organic
seal, used when 100 percent of the ingredients and methods are organic, 2) organic,
displays the USDA organic seal, Used when 95 percent or more of the ingredients are
organic, 3) made with organic, does not display the USDA organic seal. Used when at
least 70 percent of the ingredients are organic. Trade in organic products therefore
demands that the process be regulated and monitored for compliance with production
standards.

International Production of Organically Produced Foods
Globally (Willer et al., 2008) 30.4 million hectares are currently certified
according to organic standards (data as at the end of 2006). Australia continues to
account for the largest certified organic surface area, with 12.3 million hectares.
Australia followed by China (2.3 million hectares), Argentina (2.2 million hectares) and
the USA (1.6 million hectares). By continent the greatest share of global organic surface
area is in Oceania/Australia (42%), followed by Europe (24%) and Latin America (16%).
In terms of certified land under organic management as a proportion of national
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agricultural area, the Alpine countries, such as Austria (13%, 361,487 hectares) and
Switzerland (12%, 125,596 hectares) are proportionately the largest organic producers.
Compared to the adjusted data of other surveys in the past, the global organic area grew
by approximately 1.8 million hectares during 2006. Growth was strongest in
Oceania/Australia (more than 600,000 hectares) and Europe (more than 500,000
hectares). The global market for organic products reached a value of 38.6 billion USD in
2006, with the vast majority of products being consumed in North America and Europe.
This constitutes a growth of five billion US Dollars compared to the 2005 data (Helga et
al., 2008). This constituted a growth of five billion US Dollars compared to the 2005
data.
The driving force for the development of the organic sector has been due to
increased consumer demand for organic products. Evidence exist that consumers, are
willing to pay a price premium to acquire better quality products (Rodriguez et al., 2007).
In economically endowed societies, the environmental benefits of organic production are
more appealing than even the potential health benefits (Boxal et al., 2007); the results of
Boxal‟s study (2007) suggested that in the absence of taste information respondents‟
WTP when environmental information was provided was greater than WTP when health
information was given. When sensory taste information was included, however, the
WTP estimates under the health information treatment were about twice those under the
environmental information. In addition, communicating the various aspects of organic
production might be a promising strategy for gaining new customers (Jansen et al., 2009)
Organic farming may benefits the environment by reducing the environmental cost, cost
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such as reductions from a lesser water treatment and pesticides monitoring costs (Zanoli
and Gambelli, 1999) and reduce carbon dioxide, nitrous oxide and methane, greenhouse
gasses (GHG) that contribute to global warming. On organic farms, increasing soil
organic matter and microbial biomass is a fundamental principle to support agroecosystem stability; crop rotation, the use of seeds and breeds that are adapted to local
conditions, and the regeneration of functional biodiversity all contribute further to
ecological balance.
As for environmental benefits, conventional no till farming also has

the

advantages of organic farming; such as less pesticide and fertilizer runoff, greatly
reduced soil erosion, and a higher presence of beneficial insects, and it adds the other
advantages of conventional farming such as higher yields. Health care costs may be
reduced due to the diffusion of organic farming: on the one hand, some studies indicate
decreases in diseases related to certain professions among organic farmers, while on the
other hand; organic products may have a positive long-term impact on consumers‟ health.
Decreasing one's toxin burden and increasing one's intake of vitamins, minerals, and
antioxidants can have a significant impact on health, especially when trying to improve or
restore health (Boxal et al., 2007).

Determinants of Willingness to pay for Organic food
Many literatures in the past have attempted to explain why consumers prefer
organic food over the conventional, and have also concluded that the main reason
consumers purchase organic food is related to health issues. In a willingness to pay study
for organic foods conducted in Argentina in 2007(Rodriquez et al., 2007), the results of

22

the socio demographic variables such as gender, age, household monthly income and
educational level were significant in determining consumers WTP for organic foods. The
five selected food products chosen for this study were regular milk, leafy vegetables,
whole wheat flour, fresh chicken and aromatic herbs. According to Rodriquez (Rodriquez
et al., 2007) the results of WTP estimates obtained for the selected products indicated that
organic products are positively valued in Argentina.
Similar studies were conducted by Professor Andrew Fearne (Fearne, 2008) of
Kent University Business School where the primary focus was on consumers‟
perceptions and attitudes towards organic food in particular fruits and vegetables. In his
analysis he concluded that although very few differences exist between organic buyers
consumers with larger household sizes and middle age buyers were more likely to
purchase organic products. He further stated that organic consumers in general are female
with children living in the household and are older, and that the difference between the
younger and the older buyers, is that the former is likely to have positive attitudes about
organics but the purchasing power lies in the hand of the older buyers to afford higher
price. Estes and Smith (1996) found only a weak linkage between willingness-to-pay and
the cosmetic appearance of organic produce. This result suggests that the most important
motivation that consumers exhibit when purchasing organic produce is sensitivity to their
health and safety rather than other produce quality characteristics.
Another study in Delaware found that young females with high school education
or less, and other consumers with at least some post-graduate work were most likely to
regularly purchase organic foods. These results are also supported by (Groff et al., 1993).
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Availability and higher prices are the major constraints to organic sales with the segment
of consumers who do not purchase organic produce.
The three major factors that influence consumer‟s purchasing decisions were
freshness, flavor and nutrition. Other factors can include perceptions of how safe the food
is and where it was produced (Vander Mey, 2004). Byrne, et al., (1992) finds that food
safety and healthfulness were more important than price. Availability and price are the
major draw-back to organic sales and the majority of the survey respondents expressed a
preference to purchase organic foods at supermarkets or familiar roadside stands.
Freshness is the most important factor that respondents seem to consider when
purchasing fresh produce, more than ripeness or even price. The absence of pesticide
residues seem to be equally important as price is to consumers (Govindasamy and Italia,
1999).
Results of the models indicated that the richer residents of the suburbs that are
more educated are the consumers that are purchasing organic produce. The two models
indicate that people with larger households and more children buy less organic produce.
The larger the household, the less likely that household will purchase organic produce.
Organic produce is bought by smaller, possibly single households which can more easily
allow for a premium price payment. They also showed that consumers that are over 50
years of age buy organic produce less frequently than younger people. Women being the
parental unit responsible for the health of the household may be interested more in the
quality of organic produce. Gender also influence preference to organic foods, (Govindasamy and Italia, 1999) females buy organic produce more often than males do. This
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may also be supported by the fact that women usually do more of the shopping in a
married household, so this may be the reason that they buy organic produce more often
than men.
Organic produce dealers must realize that the wealthier, more educated segment
of the population living in the suburbs with smaller households purchases organic
produce. These consumers may regard organic produce as a quality product, one that
they are willing to spend the extra money on (Govindasamy and Italia, 1999).
Much of the literature which explores consumers‟ willingness to pay organic food
makes use of contingent valuation method to estimate consumers‟ response to prices for
these products. According to (Hartman, 1997), studies that have been carried out on the
potential market for organic agriculture have tried to establish links between willingness
to pay of these products and a particular lifestyle. In spite of the uncertainty of the socio
demographic profile (Thompson, 1998), consumers tend to have a persistent attitude
towards a balanced life between their duties and free time, eating healthy food and
decreasing their impact on the environment.

In fact, food choices are related to

environment and to the level in which food safety concerns the consumers, (Henson,
2001). One variable that have been used extensively to explore willingness to pay for
organic food products is the socio demographic variable. Gila et al., (2001) stated that
lifestyle is the best approximation of willingness to pay instead of the customary socio
demographic factors.
Income also has a significant impact on willingness to pay for healthy foods. Prior
studies have found a direct relation between income and willingness to pay for healthier
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and safer food products (Jordan and Elnagheeb, 1991). Consumer willingness to pay for
organic produce is correlated with age, family income and education level (RoitnerSchobesberger, 2008). Normally the higher the income and education level, the higher
the WTP. However older individuals tend to be more price sensitive to higher priced
organic products than younger individuals (Ying et al., 2005).

Willingness to Pay for Locally Grown Produce
Locally grown produce tends to be of a higher quality because it can be harvested
when fully ripe (Bruhn et al., 1992).

Studies conducted on locally grown foods

consistently showed the foods reach the market place shortly after harvest, and if it is
kept at the proper temperature, have a minimum loss in nutritive value (Bruhn et al.,
1992). Sustainability may be another reason why consumers purchase locally grown
products. Some consumers my wish to support a food system that uses less energy in its
supply chain, supports the regional economy and is less dependent in trade (Darby et al.,
2006).
The "locally grown" label is part of retail push to tap into consumer desires for
fresh and safe products that support small, local farmers and help the environment
because they are not transported far. “There is a feeling that if it is local, it is safer and
this tends to affect demand and willingness to pay for such products among consumers
and there is a significant savings in freight that drives the local deal as prices tend to be
low in some cases due to reduced costs of transport to retailers stores” (Bruhn et al.,
1992). Additionally, marketing products in local markets offers farmers the opportunity
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to obtain a bigger share of consumers‟ food budgets, and

stimulate local economies

(Darby et al., 2006). However as locally grown foods become more prevalent, “locally
grown” foods will become less scarce and premiums for these foods may decline. It is
also critical to define the extent of the locally grown market to the local population.
The location where the food is grown influences consumer WTP for locally
grown food and is sometime referred to as hometown pride, (Darby et al., 2006). Carpio
and Massa, (2009) observed that the growth of farmers market in South Carolina is
partially related to the belief that locally grown food is fresher, have better taste and are
nutritionally better and safer. Consumers have a desire to support local business and
maintain a direct connection with the source of their food supply (Darby et al., 2006).
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CHAPTER THREE: THEORITICAL CONSIDERATION OF THE WELFARE
IMPACTS OF CONVERTING DOMINICA TO AN ORGANIC ISLAND

Organic food production is the most highly regulated sector of the food industry.
Organic foods must meet rigorous standards of production that surpass the quality, health
and safety standards of conventionally produced food (Scialabba and Williamson, 2004).
In developing countries organic farming is frequently a fledgling industry with limited
organisation in inputs, production, handling and marketing, and distribution streams. In
developing countries organic agriculture is dominated by small, non-certified producers,
primarily serving localised markets (DiMatteo, 2007). This research uses the island
nation of Dominica as a case study to illustrate how a benefit-cost analysis for organic
certification could be conducted for considering implementation of an organic
certification program for a developing nation.
Dominica is a small developing nation trying to improve its agricultural
production techniques to gain access to the global market for certified organic
production. The major constraints to organic production and marketing in Dominica are
(1) an absence of a national policy on organic agriculture (2) absence of industrial
guidance and development (3) absence of national regulation and (4) absence of a
national certification program. Other constraints include limited availability of required
production inputs which constrain consumer to organic production (USAID/Caribbean,
2007).
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Standardized Governmental Protocol is needed to deal with the above constraints
and is essential to the development of a comprehensive organic certification policy that
would aid development specialists and governments in emerging markets meet global
standards and improve commodity exports. An effective government policy regarding
organic certification must consider food supply issues, ecotourism, environmental health
issues, the private cost of transitioning to organic agriculture and input availability if
organic agriculture is implemented on a large scale.

Benefits of organic farming
Food Safety
Interest in Organic farming has increased as consumers have become more
interested in the safety of conventional foods. There is concern that pesticide residue on
food crops and the accumulation of heavy metals in plants grown in toxic environments,
has resulted in an unsafe food supply (Zundel and Kilcher, 2007).

The increased

incidence of food borne diseases has also increased consumer concern regarding the food
that they consume. Health and nutritional value are leading reasons many consumers
purchase organic foods although there is no scientific evidence that such foods possess
additional benefits, which conventional grown foods do not possess (Helberg, 2004).
Health and food safety are the main motives for organic food purchases but ethical
consideration seems to also motivate the purchase of organic food products (Gemma and
Harper, 2002). Integrating consumer risk perception and the purchase behaviour on
organics depend on available information about the product (Young, 1994). Governments
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such as Dominica have taken it to be the basic right of the citizens to access information
on safe food and policies and programmes on food safety (DiMatteo, 2007). These
policies by developing countries governments, has popularised organic production. The
global society, formulated regulatory policies to guide organic foods production. Food
Safety Certification bodies such as Hazardous Analysis and Critical control Point
(HACCP) were formed to regulate and standardise organic produce. Certification using
international standards organization (ISO) standards is one approach to guarantee food
safety to the international consumer. Certification of organic products would increase
access to lucrative local and international market. An effective certification program
could generate higher producer incomes.

Ecotourism
Food

safety

issues

have

spurred

interest

in

development

of

environmentally/ecologically safe ecotourism vacations. For instance, in Dominica,
which has touristic sceneries, ecotourism is highly promoted by the government in
combination with high food quality, and other environmentally friendly activities. Studies
have established consumers are willing to pay premium for environmental friendly
tourism packages (Allport and Epperson, 2003).
The marriage of organic agriculture with ecotourism provides an opportunity to
mix for the sustainable use of Dominica‟s natural resources with the attainment of
“organic” status. To date the development of the land-based tourism has been slower than
expected, but there is on-going growth in the cruise sector in terms of number of cruise
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ship calls and number of visitors to the island. The efficient development of tourism
strategies should consider the interactions between ecology, economy and society
(Patterson et al., 2004). Ecotourism is the result of increasing interest amongst
consumers/tourists in developed countries to explore the natural world as an alternative to
conventional resort based holidays. The objective of such trips is to reduce the
environmental and cultural negative effects of their activities. Ecotourism is a new
emerging product in the tourism industry.
Ecotourism has proven to be an effective means to finance biodiversity and
conservation, and also ecotourism creates and provide additional income to farmers and a
financial means for the management of protected areas, especially when governmental
park management agencies have limited financial resources (Scialabba and Williamson,
2004).
In Dominica, ecotourism is based on its abundant natural resources and the
attraction of these resources to people from different areas of the world. Well managed
Ecotourism possibilities increase the time cruise visitors spend in Dominica which
translate into more foreign earning from their local expenditure. The increase in tourism
provides an expanding market for healthy organic agricultural products. The agricultural
sector can enhance ecotourism by promoting fresh and processed food products to the
tourists which helps sustain the local economy. Dominica is an ideal location for blending
ecotourism and organic production because of its good climate, all round coastal line
making an efficient transport point with clean beaches.
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Government involvement in organic production and the perceived benefits for the
country from an organic program will enhance the balance of trade, economic
development, food security/self sufficiency, rural development, sustainable resource use,
and poverty alleviation.

Environmental health
World-wide studies have consistently shown the negative effects that
conventional chemical farming has on the environment. Certainly, chemical fertilizers,
pesticides, and herbicides used in conventional farming increase the quantity of a farm‟s
production, but this happens at a cost. A study conducted in Switzerland for over 21
years found that that organic crop yields average 20% less than conventional practices.
However, organically grown food have lower production cost for some inputs
Only a fraction of the pesticide annually applied actually eliminates pest, but all
of the applied pesticide remains active in the soil for months or even years after
application. The pesticide residue has negative effects on the environment; killing
animals and polluting water bodies which adversely affect human health. Pesticides used
in conventional agriculture ultimately spill their chemical residues and nitrates into
waterways affecting wildlife, soil erosion and ecosystems. In addition, infiltration of
nitrogen fertilizer into water bodies can cause eutrophication of lakes, rivers, algal
blooms, kill fish and overtake other floral life in the water bodies. Toxic chemicals are
contaminating groundwater supplies on every inhabited continent, endangering the
world‟s most valuable supplies of freshwater. A disease known as “blue baby disease” is
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well known to increase as nitrate groundwater levels increase. Organic farming can
minimize the environmental effects of conventional agriculture. Organic agriculture
enhances soil structures, conserves water, mitigates climate change, and ensures
sustained biodiversity. Through its holistic nature, organic farming collectively addresses
wild biodiversity, agro-biodiversity and soil conservation concerns, eliminating the use of
chemical fertilizers, pesticides, and generating modified organisms. Organic farming
reduces many of the negative environmental externalities associated with conventional
farming (IFOAM, 2009). In summary, organic agriculture dramatically reduces chemical
inputs into agriculture production by naturally controlling pests and diseases.

Costs of Transition to Organic Farming
The transition from conventional to organic farming requires numerous changes.
One of the biggest changes is the mindset of the farmer. Transitioning farmers generally
spend too much time worrying about replacing synthetic input with an allowable organic
product instead of considering management practices based on preventative strategies.
Because organic production systems are knowledge based, new entrants and transitional
producers must educate themselves about sustainable agricultural practices (MacInnis,
2004). Transitional producers need to read appropriate information, conduct their own
trials and participate in formal and informal training events. Hobbs (1997) noted that the
cost of acquiring this information is frequently high. Switching from conventional to
organic farming is more than substituting synthetic materials to organic allowed
materials. The producer has to become an expert in the new technology. Another
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transition cost is the producer cost associated with the identification of trading partners.
Farmers need information on the long term demand for the product they plan to produce.
Throughout the certification process, farmers cannot earn organic price premiums
on their production. During the course of this period farmers go through an educational
procedure that could possibly reduce their short-run income level as they master new
production methods.

Short-Run Yield Impact
Careful planning is very important, during the early part of the transitional period
because yields are often depressed relative to conventional produced yields and premium
prices for certified organic products are generally not yet obtainable (FAO, IFOAM,
2003). However, as the organic producer becomes more knowledgeable of organic
production practices, yields often recover. For example, in a Pennsylvania study, Hanson
et al., (1997), found that organic yields returned to conventional yields after 3 years.
However, they concluded that farms with less fertility or inadequate expertise in organic
practices may experience a longer transitional effect, in which organic yields remain
substantially lower than conventional yields.
This transitional effect is accompanied by a likely short-run yield reduction due to
increased weed pressures or nutrient d a biological transition effect where yields tend to
decrease due to increased weed pressures or nutrient deficiencies as new crop rotations
are established (Dabbert and Madden, 1986). However in the long –run organic systems
can produce crop yields greater than or equal to conventional systems (Porter et al.,
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2003). While many difficulties with the transition from conventional to organic farming
however, price premiums provide a strong incentive for producers to overcome these
hurdles.

Labour Supply
Organic farming is generally more labor intensive than conventional farming as
farmers substitute labor intensive management strategies for chemical inputs. Organic
farming on itself requires greater on-field time commitment between the farmer and his
crop. For instance, timely intervention is needed for effective weed control. Because
organic farming is much more labor intensive than conventional practices a single farmer
can produce higher crops yields using less labor and conventional production methods.
Moreover, per acre labor cost is typically more expensive than chemical input cost thus
per acre organic production costs are likely to be higher. For example, when labor is
substituted for chemicals the labor costs associated with production activities such as
mechanical weed control, tend to be higher than chemical weed control for
conventionally produced crops. (Lohr and Park, 2009).
These additional labor requirements can drive up wages and the costs of finding
and hiring additional labor in the organic sector. Pimentel et al., (2005) report organic
systems require on average 15% more labor than conventional systems. Moreover,
organic labor needs are more evenly distributed over the growing season and entail more
activities in the off-season, arguing for more year-round employees on organic farms.
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Thus, hired labor is less likely to be seasonal in the organic sector than in the
conventional sector. Labor costs and availability of labor are often cited as the two most
constraining organic production problems (Walz, 2004).

Governmental Role in Certification
One potential policy approach by the Government of Dominica to motivate
conversion of conventional to organic farming is to subsidize organic production. These
subsidies could start at the beginning of the conversion period, and reimburse the farmer
for the short-run conversion cost and/ or yield losses. Implementation of an organic
agriculture policy outline could sustain a vibrant and sustainable agriculture sector.
A carefully crafted subsidization policy could reduce the loss of agricultural land
and reduce the rate of land degradation and ensure farmers become good guardians of
agricultural natural resources. The government can mitigate risks of transition by
providing information and training services through extension programs, and providing
price information to producers through a government supported marketing information
system and information to consumers about certification and labeling. These additional
Government expenses are likely to be justified by benefits to the tourism industry,
improved public health and the environment.
Certification is an instrument that reduces the cost related to the exchange of a
good, which is often called transaction cost (Williamson, 1979). In most developing
countries there are farmers who are not certified and those that are organically certified.
Although both types of farmers may produce organic foods, certification protects the
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consumer and producer from unfair claims.

Organic certification lowers market

transaction cost by significantly reducing the search and information costs to consumers
and enforcement costs to producers. Another important aspect is the supervision of
organic quality is done by professionals. Even though, the initial cost of certification
program may be high, a certification program will reduce long-run transaction and
enforcement cost.

Cost-Benefit Analysis of Transitioning From Conventional to Organic Agriculture
Some goods and services, like a healthier and more sustainable environment are not
provided by private firms. However consumers benefit from a healthy sustainable
environment. Environmentally related losses reduce the welfare of these individuals
(Bateman and Willis, 1999). Different methods have been developed to measure benefits
in absence of markets and well defined property rights for these environmental resources.
These techniques are generally referred to as non-market evaluation techniques and can
be use to establish the value of converting the Island of Dominica to organic production.
One especially common and useful technique contingent valuation. Contingent valuation
is a survey technique that can be used to illicit the economic value, or price premium,
consumers are willing to pay for certified organic produce.
It is likely that at a sufficiently high price premium producers will be willing to
encounter some of the additional cost and risk of converting to organic production. In
addition to possible price premiums for organic produce, another associated benefit of
organic production techniques are improvements in soil fertility and a reduction in soil
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erosion relative to conventional production practices (Vasilikiotis, 2000). Zorn et al.,
(2009) found that organic production delivers public goods to society by contributing to
environmental protection and rural development. Once the organic standards are agreed
upon standards will assist in the supply chain coordination and reduce the transaction cost
of organic certification (Zorn et al., 2009). Organic certification allows producers to
uniquely brand their product and compete on a non-price basis, and benefit from
consumers‟ generally higher willingness to pay for the organic products. Competition
among farmers is fair because every organic food product has to satisfy the basic
compliance standard. Monitoring, enforcement and informational cost are also reduced
because consumers can easily identify low cost products that satisfy their demand
(McCluskey, 2000). Moreover, as organic farming creates additional agricultural jobs
(Zanoli and Gambelli, 1999). Organic farming will likely increase rural employment.
Organic farming may also benefit the environment by reducing the environmental cost,
and the need for communities to heavily invest in water treatment plants. Zanoli and
Gambelli, (1999) concluded that organic farming is more labor intensive than
conventional farming and can be used as a strategic tool for rural development,
particularly when combined with agro-tourism. This means that organic farming could
reduce depopulation in rural areas and stimulate local economic growth. Rural
development could also reduce the financial support to depressed rural areas. Social
welfare will increase because unemployed workers will have a new source of
employment.

38

Efficient organic policies that facilitate the transaction to organic farming could
benefit Dominica in many ways. In the long run, social welfare may increase because the
present value of benefits from organic may exceed the present value of the cost of
transitioning. Organic farming will enhance sustainable economic and ecological use of
the environment. Government revenue will likely increase through exports of organic
products by exploiting a market niche that is still very wide and not yet very competitive.
Producer surplus may also increase due to higher prices and more dependable emerging
markets. Consumers will also benefit because they can eat healthy and pesticide free
foods which will decrease the incidence of adverse health issue. Organic products may
have a positive long-term impact on consumers‟ health and further benefit the
government through reduced health care costs. Consumers will know the origin of the
products through certification and will be willing to pay more for high quality organic
foods (Ho and Lim, 2008). Organic agriculture will offer an alternative food system that
improves agricultural performance and better provides access to information on
nutritional adequacy, environmental quality, economic efficiency, and social equity
among people living in the rural areas of Dominica.
Farmers converting to organic methods also increase incomes by minimizing
chemical inputs and other industrial interventions and thereby break the cycle of
indebtedness that has devastated hundreds of thousands of farmers‟ livelihoods (Ho and
Lim, 2008). Organic farming may bring holistic improvement in the environment and
social life of people of Dominica and the government needs to carefully evaluate the
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benefits and costs of supporting this sector. Failure to consider the organic opportunity
that Dominica is now confronted with will likely constrain agricultural development.
The following equation can be to determine the net present value of transitioning
from conventional to organic production.

NPV  

Financail Bt  Ct
Social Bt  Ct

t
1  i 
1  i t

[3.1]

Where:
Bt is the sales value of converting from conventional to organic.
Ct is the input cost
Bt the value of environment and health
Ct the premium payments and regulation of costs.
i represent the rate of interest.

Social benefits/costs assessment is the process of systematically evaluating the
impacts made on all of society by individual decisions. Cost analysis is conducted by
identifying all the relevant inputs e.g. (labor) to a production process, and placing a
monetary value on the use of these inputs for a given production level or time period. The
monetary value of the inputs is their price times the amount used in the process. If the
net benefit sum is positive the project is good. If overall net benefit is positive, winners
can compensate losers for their loss and still be better off after paying loser for losses.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this study is to determine consumers‟ willingness to pay for organic and
locally grown foods in Dominica.

Research consisted of a survey of consumers that was

distributed across the country in attempt to cover different classes of consumers in Dominica;
low income consumers, middle class and the upper class as well as other socio-economical
aspects such as gender, ethnicity, and education.

Surveys were distributed in locations of

varying population densities such as cities, suburban areas, and rural areas thereby ensuring a
representative sample of the population of Dominica.

The questionnaires included factors

considered to be vital in determining consumer‟s willingness to pay for organic foods. These
include socio-demographic characteristics of the respondents, along with household food
purchasing habits and opinions regarding specialty food products.
Three surveys were conducted to collect information on willingness to pay for organic
foods on the Island. The first study focused on consumers and factors associated with WTP for
organic and locally produced foods. Other information included socio-demographic
characteristics of the sample, respondents‟ food purchasing habits and opinions regarding
specialty food products. In the second survey data were collected from individuals involved with
food services. The third survey collected information from private individual vendors. For the
second and the third surveys data were collected about respondents‟ business characteristics,
sourcing of food supplies and marketing of food products.
While all three of these surveys were conducted in their entirety, this document focuses
on the first of the three surveys, the one focused on consumer willingness to pay for organic and
locally grown foods. We chose to focus on this particular survey because consumers are such a
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driving force in the food market and are the final destination of consumable products such as
organic and locally grown foods. Consumers were also more readily available and more willing
to participate in surveys than individual and business vendors.
There are different methods of data collection. In this study, in-person interviews were
chosen because this approach is relatively easy and low cost to administer, and provides an
opportunity for secondary information to ensure that the questions are properly understood. This
method also allows the researcher to pick up nonverbal cues from the respondent, such as any
discomfort or problems that the respondent experiences through frowns, nervous tapping and
other language, unconsciously exhibited by the respondent. According to Miller et al., (1997)
face to face interviews have higher response rates and greater participant responsiveness to
interviewers.
In this study, we employ stated preference, using contingent valuation to obtain consumer
preferences and willingness to pay for locally organic foods in Dominica since a market is not
currently established. Among the different alternatives used to assess consumer‟s willingness to
pay for food, contingent valuation approach would be appropriate for organic food in countries
like Dominica where market data for organic foods are unavailable. In this case, willingness to
pay could be assessed by questionnaires using the dichotomous choice format, which entails
asking the individuals whether or not they would be willing to pay a price premium for the
selected organic or locally grown produce. In questions of this nature, the respondents are
confronted with the price of a new product and are asked to state whether or not they would buy
that particular product with the given price. On the other hand, a single bounded dichotomous
choice question, the product price, is varied across the surveys and the average willingness to
pay is estimated by examining the ratio of the positive responses of the different price levels.
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Gonzales et al., (2009) summarized contingent valuation for a customer WTP as a product of
consumer characteristics and a vector of unknown estimated factors with a random error term
added. Although contingent valuation is widely used, the main disadvantage is the inevitable
bias relating to differences in answers acquired when asking hypothetical questions.

Study Sites
Surveys were conducted at several supermarkets evenly distributed across Dominica. A
total of 36 food places, including supermarkets and restaurants, were surveyed. The survey areas
were in the capital city of Roseau and the town of Portsmouth, suburban areas of Point Mitchel
and Mahaut and the rural areas of Calibishe, Salisbury, Castle Bruce, La Plaine, and Marigot.
These sites represent the main markets in all corners of the island and where the high percentage
of population lives, they are also the areas with highest number of hotels, restaurants and vendors
who sell food. The Roseau market is Dominica‟s prime fresh produce market, and is located in
the capital city, Roseau, with an estimated population of 14,847. Portsmouth and Mahaut are the
second and the third largest cities with populations of 3,600 and 2,400, respectively. Overall the
population of the study area ranged from 14,847 in Roseau to 1020 in Calibishe. The wide
geographic and demographic variation among these survey sites was purposefully designed to
capture the fullest, most representative sample of the entire population of Dominica.
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Figure 4.1. Map of Dominica Survey Locations
Survey Design
The aim of this study was to determine which factors that affect consumers‟ willingness to
pay (WTP) for locally and organically grown foods. In order to explore this, consumer data was
collected from different areas around the island of Dominica using surveys. The survey, which is
presented in Appendix B, consisted of the following three sections:
1) Information concerning the respondent and respondent household: Demographic data was
collected regarding individual and household characteristics such as respondent gender,
age, marital status, ethnicity, location, residential status, education, household income,
household size and occupation.
2) Information concerning household food purchasing habits: Information regarding who in
the household is the primary purchaser of food, amount of money spent weekly on food,
amount of money spent on food and vegetables, how often fresh produce are purchased at
specific sources, conscious consumption of healthy food by family, nutritional related
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health problems within the family, the tendency to try newly introduced foods at
supermarkets, and preference for source of food (local or regional).
3) Opinion regarding organic and locally grown food products: Respondent opinion and
preferences regarding organically and locally grown foods was collected. Data on factors
that influence the purchase decision and their willingness to pay for these products
obtained. Finally, information regarding the availability of organic foods in all survey
area was collected.

To assess willingness to pay for organically and locally grown produce, a contingent
valuation method was used. Several survey questions regarding willingness to pay for organic
foods were adopted from previous studies (e.g. Food From our Changing World, 2003; Vander
Mey, 2004; Teratanavat and Hooker, 2006; Best and Wolfe, 2009; DFNC, 2001; Lusk and
Hudson, 2004; Govindasamy et al., 2001), and were made relevant to Dominica‟s population
demographic and consumption characteristics. In order to minimize the time required to conduct
each interview, a structured questionnaire in which a majority of the questions were close-ended
was selected.

Survey Pre-Test
A pre-test of the questionnaire was conducted to determine the strengths and weaknesses
of the survey. The sample size for this pre-test was 10 individuals. Results of this process
suggested that the survey was too long to keep respondents attention; as such a few survey
questions was modified to reduce the length. Additionally, a few questions in the original survey
were determined to be confusing for respondents and so these questions were reworded. Overall
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this pre-test process yielded a more concise and clearly worded survey for use in actual data
collection.

Consent
Permission was granted by Clemson University‟s Institutional Review Board (IRB) in
May 2009 and the Department of Statistics of the government of Dominica in June 2009. The
purpose of the IRB review is to assure, both in advance and by periodic reviews, that appropriate
steps are taken to protect the rights and welfare of humans participating as subjects in a research
study.

Approval by both Clemson University‟s IRB and the Department of Statistics of

Dominica provided the permission needed to conduct this research project in Dominica.

Data Collection
The surveys were conducted daily from Monday to Saturday from 8.30 am to 8.00 pm in
all study areas to capture the various classes of workers based on their occupation and schedule.
However, the Mahaut market operates only on Saturdays from 5.00am to 12.00 pm noon, so the
data collection time at that site was adjusted to 6.00am to 12 pm noon. Surveys in Roseau
conducted for two weeks in June and one week in July. Data was collected for seven days in
June and one week in July for Portsmouth, two days in June in Calibishe, three days in June for
Marigot, three days in July in Castle Bruce, three days in July in Point Mitchel, three days in July
in La Plaine, and three days in July for Mahaut. The varying durations of data collection at each
of these sites is due to the differing time required to sample the varied population sizes at each
site. Additional time was spent collecting data from food service providers (which include
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restaurants and hotels), and food vendors. Results from these latter surveys are beyond the scope
of this study and are not presented herein.

The Interview Process
A random consumer intercept approach was used to recruit participants for this survey.
Through this process to the extent possible consumers are randomly approached and asked if
they would be willing to participate in this study. Potential participant were randomly selected
and not just those who looked friendly and/or more likely to participate. Every fourth person
who walked by a selected point lie bench was approached. The interviewer made formal
introduction of herself to the potential interviewee and told them a little about myself and the
project. Each respondent was then asked about their willingness to participate in the project.
Those that indicated that they were would be willing to participate were provided with a consent
form, a letter which explained the purpose and the importance of the survey. These documents
were read to them and their verbal consent to participate was obtained before the interview was
started.
Although most of the questionnaire was completed by each respondent, because the
survey took longer than expected to complete, a few respondents chose to leave the latter part of
the survey incomplete. In some instances, respondents were willing to answer the questions but
were not comfortable independently completing the questionnaires; in these cases, the
interviewer assisted with completing the surveys. The average time taken to complete each
interview was 25 minutes. In total 200 consumer surveys were completed.
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Survey Administration
Once contact was made with the interviewee and a consent form was signed, the
interviewee was given the survey and briefly explained the format of the questions. I remained
available to the respondent throughout the duration of the survey process to assist with
clarification of survey questions when needed.

Data Entry
Completed surveys were brought back to Clemson University for data entry and analysis.
Data was entered and edited in a Microsoft Excel workbook. For a majority of the questions,
discrete response choices were provided to respondents; as such, responses were initially coded
into a categorical response. Categorical coding for each of the specific questions is presented in
Table 4.1. For surveys that were left unfinished by participants, entries were coded as missing.

Data Cleaning
A thorough process of data verification and cleaning was performed to ensure the
accuracy of the entered data. Immediately following the coding and entry of each survey, the
entire survey was thoroughly checked by comparing each answer on the original hard copy of the
survey to the coded response that was entered in the spreadsheet. In addition to this primary
method of data cleaning, a random survey checking method was implemented once all of the
surveys had been coded and entered. This secondary data cleaning procedure consisted of
randomly selecting ten surveys and thoroughly comparing all of their answers to those data that
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Table 4.1. Description of Variables used in the Regression Model

Variable
WTPM
Gender
Nhooddes1
Nhooddes2
Age_Cat1
Age_Cat2
Age_Cat3
Age_Cat4
Mstatus1
Mstatus2
Ethniccl1
Ethniccl2
Ethniccl3
Educ1
Educ2
Hhincome1
Hhincome2
Hhincome3
Hhincome4
Hhndep
Primpur
Eathfood

Variable Description
Log (Pwtpm/1-Pwtpm)
Respondent‟s Gender
Survey Urbanization
Survey Urbanization
Age of respondent
Age of respondent
Age of respondent
Age of respondent
Marital Status
Marital Status
Ethnicity
Ethnicity
Ethnicity
Education
Education
HH Income (monthly XCD)
HH Income (monthly XCD)
HH Income (monthly XCD)
HH Income (monthly XCD)
Household number of child dependent
Respondent Primary household food purchaser
Family consciously eats healthy foods

Categories
1 = male, 0 = otherwise
1 = urban, 0 = otherwise
1= Sururban,0 = otherwise
1 = 18-24 years of age, 0 = otherwise
1 = 25-34 years of age, 0 = otherwise
1 = 35-44 years of age, 0 = otherwise
1 = 45-54 years of age, 0 = otherwise
1 = single, 0 = otherwise
1 = married, 0 = otherwise
1 = black, 0 = otherwise
1 = mixed/indigenous, 0 = otherwise
1 = Asian, 0 = otherwise
1 = primary/secondary, 0 = otherwise
1 = tertiary/2/4 years college, 0 = otherwise
1 = <$999, 0 = otherwise
1 = $1000 -1999, 0 = otherwise
1 = $2000-2999, 0 = otherwise
1 = $3000-3999, 0 = otherwise
Mean = 1.17
1 =Yes,0 = N0
1 = Yes, 0 = No
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Table 4.1. Continued
Variable
Variable Description
NutriProb
Family have nutritional related health problem
Impcarib
Important that foods are produced in the
Caribbean Region.
Impdom
Important that food is produced in Dominica.
Impprice
The price of food is important to purchase
decision
Availorg
Organic food available from the store/location
where groceries are usually purchased
Adenvir

Adhh

Adexp
Pr_mount
Pr_safer

Agree that use synthetic chemicals in
agriculture has a negative effect on the
environment
Agree that use of synthetic chemicals in
agriculture has a negative effect on human
health
Agree that organic foods are typically too
expensive
The primary reason to purchase locally grown
foods is because they are more nutritious
The primary reasons to purchase locally grown
food is because they are safer

Categories
1= Yes, 0 = No
1 =Yes, 0 = No
1 = Yes, 0 = No
1 = Yes, 0 = No
1 = Yes, 0 = No
1 = Agree, 0 = Disagree

1 = Agree, 0 = Disagree

1 = Agree, 0 = Disagree
1 = Yes, 0 = No
1 = Yes = No
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had been entered into the dataset. The few errors found in the sample were corrected. Given the
very small observed error rate the data was deemed sufficient accurate to proceed with analysis.

Data Analysis
Statistical analysis was conducted using the SAS version 9.2 software.

The Baseline Empirical Model
Since WTPM is a binary variable, the model is analyzed as a logistic multiple regression
model. The logit framework is best suited for this analysis because its asymptotic characteristic
constrains the predicted probabilities to a range of zero to one. The logit model is also favored
for its mathematical simplicity and is often used in a setting where the dependent variable is
binary. Since the collected surveys data provided individual rather than grouped observations,
the commonly used maximum likelihood estimation procedure (Gujarati, 1992) was used in this
analysis. Among the beneficial characteristics of maximum likelihood derived estimates (MLE)
is that these parameter estimates are consistent and asymptotically efficient (Pindyck and
Rubinfeld, 1991).
The general form of the logistic regression WTP and the variables of interest is:

 p 
log  i     1 xi1   2 xi 2  ...   k xik
1  pi 

[4.1]

Where:
Pi

is the probability that yi =1 where yi is a random variable with possible values of 0 and 1

xi

can be treated as a set of fixed constants for each individual rather than random variables
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For this analysis the baseline estimating equation used to assess WTP for organic and
locally grown foods is formulated as follows:
WTPi    1 P   2Yi  3 i  Z i   i

[4.2]

Where:
WTPi is the willingness of respondent i to pay a given price
P

is the price premia

Yi

is the household income of respondent i

i

Risk and quality attributes perceptions respondent i

Zi

Socioeconomic characteristics of i respondent

In selecting specific variables to include in the model, a large number of factors which
could potentially explain consumer willingness to pay were considered. A stepwise approach
was used to eliminate insignificant variables and to explore interactions between independent
variables.
Based upon information gathered through the literature review, and upon familiarity of
the characteristics of Dominica‟s citizens, in this study it is hypothesized that consumer WTP for
organic and locally grown produce is a function of the following respondent characteristics:
gender, age, neighborhood type, ethnicity, marital status, household income, number of
dependent children, whether the respondent was the household‟s primary food purchaser. In
addition, consumer opinion regarding whether one‟s family consciously chose to eat healthy
foods, whether any family members have nutritional related health problems, whether organic
produce is available from the store/location where the respondent most frequently shops, whether
or not they respondent agrees that the use of synthetic chemicals in agriculture has a negative
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effect on the environment or on human health, and reasons that would prefer to purchase locally
grown foods is because the products are considered to be more nutritious and safer were
considered.

Further as price and country of origin of food products are likely important

determinants of demand, consumers were also asked how important the price of food is to them,
if they agree that organic food products typically are too expensive, that it is important to them
that their food is produced in Dominica and/or the Caribbean.
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Table 4.2. Hypothesized Relationship between WTP and Key Model Variables
Variable Description
Respondent‟s Gender
Survey Urbanization
Age of Respondent
Marital Status
Ethnicity
Education
Monthly Household Income
Household number of child dependent
Primary household food purchaser
Family consciously eat healthy foods
Family member has nutritional related
health problem
Important that food produced in the
Caribbean
Important that food is produced in
Dominica
The price of food is important to
purchase decision
Organic food available from the
store/location where groceries are
usually purchased
Agree that use of chemicals in
agriculture has a negative effect on the
environment
Agree that the use of chemicals I
agriculture has a negative effect on
human health
Agree that organic foods are typically
too expensive
The primary reason to purchase locally
grown foods is because they are more
nutritious
The primary reason to purchase locally
grown food is because they are safer

Hypothesized Relationship
WTP(Female) >WT P (Male)
WTP(Rural) >WT P (Suburban and Urban)
WTP (Age 3 and 2) > WTP( of Age 4 and 1) >(Age 5)
WTP (Single) > WTP (Married and 4
divorced/separated)
WTP (Black) >WT P (of Mixed/Indigenous, Asian and
White)
WTP (Tertiary/2 & 4 years) > WTP
(Primary/Secondary and Graduate Studies)
WTP ($1000-1999, $2000-2999, $4000) > WTP ($999
and $3000-3999)
The greater the number of dependents the greater the
willingness to pay (WTP)
WTP (Yes) >WT P (No)
WTP (Yes) > WTP (No)
WTP (Yes) > WTP (No)
WTP (Important) > WTP (Unimportant)
WTP (Important) > WTP (Unimportant)
WTP (Important) > WTP (Unimportant)
WTP (Yes) >WT P (No)

WTP (Agree) > WTP (Disagree)

WTP (Agree) > WTP (Disagree)

WTP (Agree) >WT P (Disagree)
WTP (Yes) >WTP (No)

WTP (Yes) >WT P (No)
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CHAPTER FIVE: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This chapter provides an overview of the results from this analysis and discusses these
results within the context of current literature and the cultural, economic and political realities of
Dominica and her citizens. This chapter proceeds by first presenting demographic characteristics
of the survey respondents and comparing those of Dominica‟s population. The average
willingness to pay more and less for organic and locally grown foods by respondent
characteristics is then discussed. The chapter concludes by presenting results from a logistic
regression analysis of willingness to pay more, for organic and locally grown foods.
Table 5.1. Sites and Population of Areas Where Surveys Were Conducted
Location
% of Respondents
Population
% of Population
Roseau
43.5%
Portsmouth
23.0%
Point Mitchel
3.5%
Mahaut
9.0%
Salisbury
2.5%
Castle Bruce
4.5%
La Plaine
4.0%
Marigot
7.0%
Calibishe
3.0%
Source: Central Statistical Office Dominica

14,847
3,600
1,202
2,400
2,129
1,339
1,288
2,676
1,020

20.4%
5.0%
1.7%
3.3%
2.9%
1.8%
1.7%
3.9%
1.4%

Demographic Characteristics of Respondents
A summary of the demographic characteristics of those surveyed and of Dominica‟s
population is provided in Table 5.2. The respondent group comprised of 44% males and 56%
females. This sample appears to be fairly representative of Dominica‟s population which is
comprised of 51.2% males and 48.8% females.
The ages of respondents varied across the five considered age categories. Age class
above 55 years were the least represented at 7% of the sample, while age classes 25-34 and 35-
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44 were most represented reflecting about 29% each. With regard to the population of Dominica,
age class from 18-24 to 45-54 years represented 76% of the population while those above 55
years of age account for 10.2%.
Neighborhood description of respondents showed that 48% lived in rural areas while 20%
and 32% lived in urban and suburban areas, respectively. In comparison to Dominica‟s
population, the rural area accounted for 26% while urban and suburb accounted for 74%. As
such, the sample under represents respondents from Urban and Suburban areas.
With regard to marital status of the surveyed group, those that were „Single‟ accounted
for the highest percentage of the sample (59%), while the divorced/separated category was the
least represented (4%). For the monthly household income, the distribution across income
categories was relatively evenly distributed and varied from 11.1-26.3%.
As for both marital status and income distribution data is not available regarding the
Dominican population, the representativeness of the sample could not be assessed.
With regard to ethnicity, the sampled group reflected a range of ethnicities. Those that
self-identify as „Black‟ represent the highest proportion of the sample (65.5%), while Asians
were the least represented (7%). The residency status of a majority of the sample was „residents‟
and „foreign student‟ with percentages in each of these categories estimated at 77.4% and 11.6%
respectively. The least represented groups were tourists and returning Dominicans.
Examining the educational background of respondents indicates that 38.2% of those
surveyed attended primary/secondary school, 41.7% attended some university or college, and
those that had some graduate study accounted for 18.1% of the sample. The average number of
people living in the household was 3.42 (median = 3.0). The mean number of adult and child
dependents are 0.55 (median = 0.0) and 1.17 (median = 1.0), respectively.
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Table 5.2. Summary of Key Demographic Characteristics of Respondents and Dominica‟s Population

Demographic
Characteristic
Gender
Age (in years)

Location
Education

Monthly
Household
Income in XCD
Ethnicity

Marital Status

Categories

Percent (%) of
Surveyed
Respondents
44.0%
56.0%
16.6%
29.2%
29.6%
17.6%
7.0%

Male
Female
18-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55 + years
Urban
Suburban
Rural
Primary/secondary
Tertiary/2 & 4 year
college
Graduate studies
<$999
$1000-1999
$2000-2999
$3000-3999
>$4000
Black
Mixed/Indigenous
Asian
White
Single
Married
Divorced/Separated

Percent (%) of
Dominica‟s
population
51.2%
48.8%
76%a
10.2b

20%
32%
48%
38.25
41.7%

74%c
26%d
n/a
n/a

18.1%
19.2%
26.3%
22.2%
11.1%
21.2%
65.5%
23.5%
7%
8.5%
58.5%
35.5%
4.0%

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
86.8%
11.8%
n/a
0.8
n/a
n/a
n/a

Notes: n= 200 consumers; 2.71XCD=1US Dollar
a
Proportion of population age 15-64 years, b Proportion of population over 65 years is 10.2%;
c
Proportion of urban and suburban in population; d Proportion of rural in population; n/a= not applicable
Source of data regarding Dominica‟s Population: https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-worldfactbook/geos/do.html (CIA Factbook)
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Household Food Purchasing Habits
In the total sample, 73.4% of the respondents were the primary purchaser of food for the
household. On average respondents indicated that their household spent $235.61 XCD
(86.94USD) weekly on fruits and vegetables. Overall the respondents spend about 10% of their
income on produce. The survey revealed that 92% of respondents indicated that their families
consciously make an effort to eat healthy foods. A significant portion of respondents have
important reasons to adopt healthy eating habits, about one-fifth (19.6%) of respondents
indicated that they have family members who have nutrition-related health problems.
More than three-quarters (80.1%) of respondents indicated the lack of availability of
organic foods as a primary reason that they did not purchase them. Over one half (58.8%) of
respondents indicated that locally grown foods are safer than those which are imported.
Overall respondents said that they would like to see organically produced foods on the
market such as tomatoes, cabbages, carrots, citrus, “ground provisions” (yams, taro), plantain,
bananas, lettuce and spinach.
Opinions regarding “Organic” and “Locally Grown” Produce
The final section of the survey explores respondent opinion regarding how much they
would be willing to pay for locally and organically grown fruits and vegetables. In assessing
consumer willingness to pay, respondents were asked to indicate the maximum percent that they
would be willing to pay for organic (or locally grown) foods relative to conventionally produced
produce. The mean willingness to pay for organic and locally grown foods are 3.17 (median =
3.0) and 3.08 (median = 3.0), respectively. To efficiently record this information, respondents
were asked to select their maximum willingness to pay from among a range of price premia (or
discounts) that varied from 2.5- 25%. A summary of consumer responses are presented in Table
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5.3. In this table it can be seen that a majority of consumers are willing to pay only a small
margin more for organically rather than conventionally grown produce. Specifically 26.5% of
respondents indicated that they were willing to pay a maximum of 2.5% more for organic fruits
and vegetables. The percent of respondents willing to pay higher amounts for organic products
was relatively similar approximately 15% across the other willingness to pay levels of 5, 10, 15,
22.5 and 25 percent. The distribution of maximum consumer willingness to pay for “locally
grown” produce was similar to that for organic produce. Indeed, there is a 74% correlation
between consumer responses regarding their maximum willingness to pay for these products.
Beyond demographic characteristics, consumer opinion also shapes consumer willingness
to pay for produce. With regard to sourcing of food, 55.8% of respondents indicated that it was
„important‟ to them to purchase food produced in the Caribbean Region. Further, and more
specifically, 26.6% of respondents indicated that it was important to them to purchase foods
produced in Dominica. Also, 52.3% indicated that sourcing organic produce from a store/
location to where they lived was important to them.
As indicated in the literature review, respondent opinions regarding the environment and
production practices are also important determinants of willingness to pay for organic produce.
In the current study, 74.2% of respondents indicated that they believed that the use of synthetic
chemicals has a negative effect on the environment, while 78.5% felt that synthetic chemicals
have negative effect on human health. Given that organic production requires that such
chemicals not be used, these results may bode well for future demand of these products. Likely
constraining this demand though was the result that 47.7% of respondents agreed that organic
foods are typically too expensive.
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Regarding willingness to pay for locally grown foods, 58.8% of the respondents
indicated that the primary reasons they prefer to purchase locally grown foods is because the
products are more nutritious, while 59.8% indicated that they purchase these products because
they feel that the products are safer. Other possible motivations to consumer preferences to
purchase locally grown foods that were examined included that they were fresher, better tasting,
that their purchase support local and/or the regional economy, and that they provide a direct
connection with the source of one‟s food. Relatively to safety and nutrition considerations, none
of these motives were reported to be particularly important to Dominican consumers.

Table 5.3. Distribution of self-reported maximum WTP more for organic and locally grown
foods
Percent of Respondents Reporting WTP
Maximum
Maximum
Organic
Locally Grown
WTP (%)a
2.5
26.5
29.1
5
15.0
16.9
10
15.0
12.8
15
17.3
16.2
22.5
9.3
8.1
25
16.8
16.9
n= 200 consumers
a
Maximum increase in price consumers are willing to pay for
organic (or locally grown) produce relative to conventionally
produced produce.
Coeff.of correlation between organic and locally grown= 0.74
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A summary of the respondent distribution across these variables is provided in Table 5.4
below. Baseline levels of these variables are indicated.

Table 5.4. Potentially relevant variables in assessing Dominican consumer WTP for
organic and locally grown produce
Variable

Variable Description

Level

GENDER

Respondent‟s gender

NHOODDES

Survey site Urbanization

AGE

Respondent‟s Age

Male
Female
Urban
Suburban
Rural
18-24

MSTATUS

ETHNICCL

EDUC

Marital Status

Ethnicity

Highest level education
(completed)

25-34
35-44
45-54
55 + years
Single
Married
Divorced/Separ
ated
Black
Mixed/Indigeno
us
Asian
White
Primary/Second
ary
Tertiary/2&4
year college
Graduate studies
<$999
$1000-1999
$2000-2999
$3000-3999
>$4000

% of
Respondents
44
56
20
32
48
16.6
29.2
29.6
17.6
7

Baseline

*

*

*

58.5
35.5
4

*

65.5
16.5
7
8.5

*

38.2
41.7
18.1

*

HHINCOME

Monthly household
Income in XCD

HHNDEP
PRIMPUR

Children in HH (#)
Primary HH food
purchaser

Yes
No

19.2
26.3
22.2
11.1
21.2
1.17
73.4
26.6

EATHFOOD

Family seek healthy
foods?

Yes
No

92
8

*
1

*
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Continuation of Table 5.4.

Variable
NUTRIPROB

Variable Description
Family Member has nutritional related health problem

IMPCARIB

Important that foods are produced in the Caribbean Region

IMPDOM

Important that food is produced in Dominica

IMPPRICE

The price of food is important to purchase decision

AVAILORG

Organic food available from the store/location where groceries are
usually purchased
Agree that use of synthetic chemicals in agriculture has a negative
effect on the environment
Agree that use of synthetic chemicals in agriculture has a negative
effect on human health
Agree that organic foods are typically too expensive

ADENVIR
ADHH
62

ADEXP
PR_MOUNT
PR_SAFER
*‟

The primary reason to purchase locally grown foods is because they
are more nutritious.
The primary reasons to purchase locally grown food is because they
are safer.

Note: „ Indicates variable used in the model baseline.
US$=2.71XCD
1
The value for HHNDEP is the actual mean average of dependents

Level
Yes
No
Important
Unimportant
Important
Unimportant
Important
Unimportant
Yes
No
Agree
Disagree
Agree
Disagree
Agree
Disagree
Yes
No
Yes
No

%
19.6
80.4
55.8
40.2
26.6
70.4
76.6
23.4
52.3
47.7
74.2
20.6
78.5
17.4
47.7
49.2
58.8
41.2
59.8
40.2

Baseline
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

Exploring Maximum Willingness to Pay by Respondent Demographic Characteristics
As consumers could of course, pay less for organic than conventionally produced
products or to pay less for locally grown than imported or non-geographically identified
products, consumer willingness to pay more and willingness to pay less for these produce types
is separately examined. The average willingness to pay for organic and locally produced fruit
and vegetables varies considerably when considered across various sample subgroups. The
following discussion separately examines willingness to pay for organic and locally grown
products across various cross-sections of key respondent characteristics.
The average willingness to pay for respondents who indicated that they were willing to
pay more for organically produced produce is presented in Table 5.5. Here the willingness of
male and female respondents is considered across a number of other demographic
considerations. Average willingness to pay of male respondents increased from 9.7% to 13.0%
across categories of increasing household income. For female respondents, the average
willingness to pay increased from 10.9% to 14.3% in categories of household income of less than
$999 to $2000-$2999. The average willingness to pay for organic produce showed a decreased
slightly for females whose households earn between $3000-3999 monthly. The maximum
percent female consumers were willing to pay increased in the highest income bracket (>$4000
monthly household income) was higher again. In general the results of the analysis is consistent
with previous studies which have revealed that willingness to pay for organic food increases with
a higher household monthly income (Govindasamy and Italia, 1999).
With regard to education level, both male and female respondents with primary or
secondary school education indicated that their willingness to pay more was approximately 26
percent. Among male respondents with tertiary, two- and four-year college degrees, and also
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those with a graduate degrees, showed similar trends of willingness to pay with averages of
25.1% and 24.1%. For female respondents those with some college education had a notably
higher willingness to pay more (36.8%) while those with graduate degree showed the least
willingness to pay for organic food (average of 17.1%). In general studies have shown that
individuals with a graduate degree are willing to pay a premium for organic foods. Results of
this study contradict finding. This could be due to the fact that in Dominica many people besides
those whose primary occupation is farming do some backyard farming. Those with lower
incomes may thus be more familiar with the costs associated with organic farming and may alter
their valuation of these products accordingly. Alternatively these individuals may see a
possibility for additional income and may have suggested a higher willingness to pay to
encourage adoption of this policy.
With regard to age of male and female respondents, the average willingness to pay for
organic foods varied from 11.1% to 13.1% for males and 11.3% to 13.1% for females. One
notable was the willingness to pay for males over 55 years of age; these respondents indicated
the least willingness to pay for organic food 8.7%. In general our results indicate no discernable
pattern between age and consumer willingness to pay for organically produced products. A
previous study revealed that as people get older they are not willing to pay a higher price to
obtain organic foods (Loureiro and Hine, 2002).
Marital status appeared to have a significant affect on willingness to pay by males ranged
from 11.1% to 17.0% for single and divorced/separated, with males who are married accounting
for the lowest value. In regard to the female respondents, those who are married showed the
least willingness to pay for organic foods with an average value of 9.9%. In our sample, the
reason that the results indicated that married respondents are willing to pay less for organic food
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could be due to other financial commitments that these individuals have and, therefore, they may
not have the extra income to pay a premia for organic foods.
With regard to ethnicity groups those who are, black or are of mixed/indigenous
background indicated highest average willingness to pay for organic foods. Respondents who are
white and female reported the lowest average willingness to pay for organic produce (9.7%). Due
to the small number of respondents, it would be improper to draw conclusions about willingness
to pay attitudes for asian or white male respondents.
Results regarding consumer willingness to pay more for locally grown foods is presented
in table 5.6. There were no male respondents in the sample with monthly household income of
less 1999. For males with income level from $2000-2999 to greater than $4000, their average
willingness to pay increases with increase household income. For the female respondents, the
average willingness to pay increased from 9.4% to 13.1% with income ranging from less than
$999 to $2000-2999, and then decreased to 8.4% for females who earn household income
between $3000-3999. This willingness to pay rate again increase for those in the highest income
bracket (>$4000).
With regard to education level and willingness to pay more for locally grown foods,
results reveal that both males and females with primary/secondary education levels showed
similar patterns of willingness to pay for locally grown foods. Female with tertiary education
indicated the highest average willingness to pay more for locally grown foods 33.6% premium
relative to non-local foods. In regard to graduate studies, willingness to pay patterns for male
and female respondents were similar and reflected that they were willing to pay about a 15%
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Table 5.5. Mean WTP More For Organic Produce By Respondent Gender and Other Key Demographic
Variables
Variable Level
Household monthly
Income
<$999
$1000-1999
$2000-2999
3000-3999
>$4000
Education Level
Primary/Secondary
Tertiary/2/4years college
Graduate studies
Age(years)
18-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55 plus
Marital status
Single
Married
Divorced/separated
Ethnic group
Black
Mixed/Indigenous
Asian
White

Total Respondents

Mean
WTPa
Male Respondents

Observations

Mean
WTP a
Female Respondents

SD

Observations

SD

10
20
21
6
18

9.750
11.750
10.238
12.500
13.055

8.62
9.77
8.55
9.08
8.85

18
24
20
13
19

10.138
12.395
14.375
11.346
12.105

7.93
9.28
7.38
6.97
8.91

22
38
13

26.250
25.138
24.166

21.07
19.24
12.31

44
31
17

26.515
36.843
17.107

18.43
23.33
11.09

7
21
22
18
4

11.071
10.833
11.136
13.055
8.750

7.19
8.45
9.09
9.76
10.89

13
30
33
12
6

11.346
12.416
11.818
13.125
12.916

8.51
7.84
8.46
8.73
9.67

38
30
5

11.118
10.666
17.000

8.96
8.73
10.22

58
33
1

12.974
9.924
25.000

8.79
6.45
-

53
8
7
3

11.462
11.875
6.785
17.500

8.92
8.21
3.13
12.99

63
14
1
10

12.579
10.178
10.000
9.750

8.28
7.24
8.29

88

112

Notes:
a
Average willingness to pay more for organic fruits and vegetables over conventional produced
Fruits and vegetables; SD=Standard Deviation.
Table presents disaggregate results of the maximum willingness to pay only for those who indicated they
were willing to pay more for organic produce
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premium for produce identified as being “locally grown.” The willingness of individuals with
lower education to pay more for locally grown foods is likely due to these individuals earning
lower income in comparison to those who have higher education.
Male and female respondents less than 45 years of age had similar patterns of willingness
to pay. In general these individuals were willing to pay a premia of about 11.5% more for
“locally grown produce.” Male respondents who are 55 (plus) years of age showed the highest
willingness to pay (21.2% premia), and females within age category 45-54 showed the least
willingness to pay (9.5% premia) for these products. The willingness of senior male respondents
to pay a higher premium for local foods may reflect that older individuals may be used to the
locally produced foods most of their life and may strongly prefer them relative to imported
products.
Disaggregation of results showed that single individuals were willing to pay a premia of
11.0% and 12.6% for males and females respectively. Divorced/separated respondents for both
groups registered the highest average willingness to pay with reported premia of 17.5% and 25%
respectively. For those who are married male respondents reported higher willingness to pay
11.3% in comparison to female respondents (8.2%).
With regard to the ethnicity of respondents, males and females of mixed/indigenous
background reported a higher maximum willingness to pay (23.7% and 23% respectively) in
comparison to males and females who are black, (12.0% and 12.4% respectively). The females
who identified as white reported a low average of willingness to pay (6.7% premia) in
comparison to the white males (17.5% premia) in the sample. The willingness of female white
individuals to pay less for locally grown foods could be due to the fact that they may not be
residents and therefore do not see the need to pay extra for locally grown foods on the island.
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With regard to the mixed/indigenous and blacks, there exists a large difference between the two;
the black respondents may more be engaged in some sort of farming than the mixed/indigenous
groups, and therefore do not see the need to pay extra for locally grown foods when they are
actually involved in their production.
Table 5.7 presents the disaggregated results for those who indicated that they were
willing to pay less for organic produce. Overall the number of individuals who fell in this sample
subset was 9 males and 14 for females. This reflects 12.2% of the sample.
Due to a small number of observations it is not possible to draw reasonable inferences for
many of the disaggregated categories. When looking at household income results, for males with
incomes less than $999 XCD indicated that they would only be willing to buy organic produce if
it was discounted at 10.8% compared to conventionally produced produce. Males with household
monthly income between $1000 and $1999 XCD indicated that they would require a 17.0%
discount to buy organic produce. As it is usual for those who have higher income to be willing to
pay more for organic produce these results are unexpected. Due to the small sample size that
these findings are based upon though, they may not be reliable.
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Table 5.6. Mean WTP More For Locally Grown Produce By Respondent Gender and Other Key
Demographic Variables
Mean
Mean
a
Variable Level
Observations
WTP
SD
Observations
WTPa
SD
Male
Female
Household monthly
Income (XCD)
<$999
14
9.464
7.92
$1000-1999
23
12.608
8.80
$2000-2999
19
8.947
6.79
18
13.194
8.35
3000-3999
6
10.000
8.80
11
8.409
9.10
>$4000
14
14.285
9.48
16
11.093
8.99
Education Level
Primary/Secondary
19
28.108
18.77
42
24.112
18.11
Tertiary/2/4years college
31
27.929
17.37
26
33.611
22.96
Graduate studies
11
15.972
11.72
12
15.000
10.29
Age(years)
18-24
6
13.333
10.21
9
14.722
8.61
25-34
18
10.000
7.17
25
11.500
8.81
35-44
20
11.750
9.36
30
11.083
9.09
45-54
12
13.750
10.14
12
9.583
7.60
55 plus
7
21.250
15.15
6
10.416
8.43
Marital status
Single
32
11.015
9.09
49
12.602
9.09
Married
24
11.354
8.78
30
8.250
6.60
Divorced/separated
5
17.500
6.12
1
25
Ethnic group
Black
43
12.034
8.65
54
12.453
8.84
Mixed/Indigenous
10
23.75
23.23
17
23.041
17.44
Asian
5
6.500
3.35
White
3
17.500
12.99
10
6.750
7.07
Total Respondent
88
112
Note:
a
Average willingness more for locally grown fruits and vegetables over conventional produced
fruits and vegetables; SD=Standard Deviation.
Table presents disaggregated results of the maximum willingness to pay only for those who indicated they
were willing to pay more for locally grown produce
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Table 5.7. Mean WTP Less For Organic Produce By Respondent Gender and Other Key
Demographic Variables
Mean
Mean
a
Variables
Observation WTP less SD
Observations WTP lessa
Male
Female
Household Monthly
Income (XCD)
<$999
1
-22.500
6
-10.833
$1000-1999
5
-17.000
10.22
3
-2.500
$2000-2999
0
2
-3.750
3000-3999
1
-2.500
1
-2.500
>$4000
3
-17.500
12.99
2
-3.750
Education Level
Primary/Secondary
1
-22.500
6
-8.500
Tertiary/2/4years college
6
-23.125
12.31
6
-24.16
Graduate studies
1
-2.500
1
-2.500
Age(years)
18-24
6
-14.583
10.89
5
-5.500
25-34
1
-25.00
4
-3.125
35-44
0
3
-10.833
45-54
3
-16.667
12.33
2
-8.750
55 plus
0
Marital status
Single
8
-16.875
10.15
8
-7.187
Married
1
-25.000
5
-5.500
Divorced/separated
1
-2.500
1
-5.000
Ethnic group
Black
4
-21.250
7.50
6
-5.833
Mixed/Indigenous
2
-12.500
14.14
1
-25.000
Asian
1
-22.500
3
-2.500
White
2
-13.750
15.91
3
-6.667
Total Respondents
88
112
Notes:
a
Average willingness to pay less for organic fruits and vegetables over conventional produced
fruits and vegetables; SD=Standard Deviation.
Table presents disaggregate results of the maximum willingness to pay less for organic produce
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SD

9.04
1.77
1.77
5.18
21.36
5.42
1.25
12.33
8.84
8.39
5.42
4.65
0.00
7.22

Results were also somewhat surprising when responses were disaggregated by education
level. A small group of females within primary or secondary education indicated that they would
require 8.5% discount to be willing to accept organic produce. Those females with at least some
college education however, reported that they would require a much larger discount, 24.7% to be
willing to accept organic fruits and vegetables. A similar result (23.1%) was reported for men of
this education level. Too few responses were received to comment on the willingness to accept
for those with graduate education. With regard to age, the average willingness to pay less of male
and female respondents increased. For marital status those who are divorced/separated required
the smallest discount to be willing to accept for organic foods. Females who are single required a
higher discount than their divorced/separated counterparts (7.2% compared to 5%). Somewhat
surprisingly single men reported that they would require a 16.9% price discount to be willing to
purchase organic produce. This level is more than twice that reported by the sample of single
women.
With regard to ethnicity, there are too few responses to comment on a majority of the
disaggregated groups. For those about which comment can be made, men and women reported
requiring very different discount levels. Men who self-identified as black indicated that they
would need a 21.3% discount to be willing to purchase organic produce, while men who are
white indicated they would require a 13.8% price reduction. These rates are significantly higher
than those reported by women. Black and White women indicated that they would require
discount rates of 5.8% and 6.7% respectively. The reason for those strong differences across
gender lies unclear.
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Table 5.8 Consumer WTP Less For Locally Grown Produce By Respondent Gender and Other Key
Demographic Variables
Mean WTP
No. of
Mean WTP
Variables
No. of male
lessa
SD
female
lessa
SD
Household monthly
Income
<$999
5
-13.500
10.69
10
-10.500
9.04
$1000-1999
5
-14.000
11.26
4
-7.500
10.00
$2000-2999
1
-22.500
3
-16.667
12.33
3000-3999
1
-2.500
2
-18.750
5.30
>$4000
7
-11.071
10.09
5
-13.000
10.06
Education Level
Primary/Secondary
2
-23.750
1.77
8
-26.071
10.69
Tertiary/2/4years college
12
-38.437
15.83
11
-32.500
25.14
Graduate studies
3
-12.500
0.00
5
-32.050
10.28
Age(years)
18-24
6
-8.333
9.57
10
-9.000
8.75
25-34
4
-13.125
12.31
8
-13.437
9.72
35-44
2
-8.750
8.84
4
-16.250
10.10
45-54
7
-17.142
9.40
2
-12.500
14.14
55 plus
0
Marital status
Single
12
-13.750
10.52
17
-8.970
8.34
Married
6
-12.083
9.67
6
-22.083
3.678
Divorced/separated
1
-2.500
1
-2.500
Ethnic group
Black
11
-14.772
9.65
14
-12.500
9.51
Mixed/Indigenous
2
-2.500
0.00
3
-9.167
11.54
Asian
4
-11.250
10.89
3
-2.500
0.00
White
0
3
-20.833
5.20
Total Respondents
88
112
Notes:
a
Average willingness to pay less for locally grown fruits and vegetables over conventional produced
fruits and vegetables; SD=Standard Deviation.
Table presents disaggregated results of the maximum willingness to pay less for locally grown produce
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Table 5.8 reports results concerning the price discounts required for respondents who
indicated they were not willing to pay more for locally grown produce. For respondents, the
average discount that they would require was relatively similar approximately 13% across
income categories that had more than one observation.
Results from female respondents indicated more variability in this rate. For women with
household monthly incomes between $1000 XCD and $3999 XCD, their discount rate required
for them to be willing to purchase locally grown foods increased from 7.5% to 18.8%. Females
with household monthly of less than $999 and greater than $4000 XCD required an intermediate
discount level. Similar results were observed when female willingness to pay was disaggregated
by education level. Those with higher levels of education reported that they would require larger
discounts. These results suggest that, for some women, fruits and vegetables in Dominica may be
an inferior good.
With regard to age, individuals within ages of 18-24 for both males and females reported
requiring the lowest discount level of 8.5%. Those aged 25-34 required a discount of 13.3% to be
willing to purchase locally grown produce. Beyond this there is no discernable pattern in age
disaggregated willingness to pay responses.
For females who are married, the results indicated that their average willingness to pay
was less than that of males 22.0% discount compared to a 12.1% discount. In regard to female
respondents who are single, results indicated a higher average willingness to pay (8.3% discount)
compared to single males who would require 13.2% to purchase locally grown foods. In regard
to ethnicity little can be said regarding most disaggregated categories. Those who are black and
were not willing to pay more for locally produced products indicated, on average, that a 13.5%
discount would be required before they would be willing to purchase these goods.
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Results of Logistic Regression Assessing Consumer Willingness to Pay
Results of a logistic regression analysis which examined the determinants of consumer
willingness to pay more for organic and locally grown foods are presented in Table 5.2. Due to
time and resource constraints, these results are to be considered preliminary and will be further
tested in future interactions of this work. In order to maximize the regression fit and to select the
best model, stepwise regression was used to identify which variables were the most useful in
explaining willingness to pay. Interaction terms were added to assess the joint effect between
location (relative urbanization of respondent) and their willingness to pay more. Alternative
interaction terms with respondents who identified themselves as farmers and their willingness to
pay more was also considered, but yielded no significant results and was therefore disregarded in
the final model. To facilitate explanatory variable comparison, the variables used in the final
version of the models assessing willingness to pay for organic (Model 1) and locally grown
(Model 2) produce. The calculated chi-square statistic, which tests the null hypothesis that all
coefficients of the explanatory variables are equal to zero, rejected the null hypothesis at the
0.0001 level of significance for both models, indicating that at least one of the variables is
significant in the prediction of the dependent variable. A negative slope coefficient indicates that
the independent variable has a negative impact on the dependent variable willingness to pay
more (WTPM). A positive slope coefficient indicates that the independent variables had a
positive coefficient and positive impact on the dependent variable.
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Table 5.9. Baseline Logistic Model Results for WTP

Model One
Organic produce
Estimate (SD)
-0.704 (1.19)
-0.139 (0.03)***
0.023(0.39)
-0.715(0.43)*
-0.533 (0.46)
0.257(0.17)*
-0.962(0.51)
0.269(0.45)
-0.627(0.51)
-0.386(0.64)
-0.686(0.39)*
0.349(0.43)
0.291(0.17)*
0.161(0.18)
0.292(0.14)**
-0.196(0.15)

Variable
Intercept
Percent willing to pay more
Male
Tertiary Education
Graduate studies
Ethnicity (Black)
Urban
Interaction(Rural and WTPM)
Household income <$999
Household income>$4000
Married
Primary purchaser of food
Important source food from Caribbean
Important source food from Dominica
Negative effect of chemicals on Environment
Too Expensive

Model Two
Locally grown produce
Estimate (SD)
0.663(1.19)
-0.185(0.03)***
0.185(0.39)
-0.385(0.43)
0-0.287(0.40)
-0.044(0.19)
0.128(0.55)
-0.389(0.45)
-0.842(0.54)
-0.638(0.62)
-0.166(0.40)
-0.279(0.44)
0.345(0.18)*
0.187(0.19)
0.005(0.14)
-0.010(0.15)

Notes: ***, ** and * represents statistically significant coefficients are significant at α =0.001, α=0.05
and α=0.1levels respectively. SD= Standard Deviation
Significance of Chi-Square Statistic: 0.0001 for both models
n = 188

The price variable in model one shows a negative coefficient. This result implies that as
the price premia charged for organic produce (relative to conventional produce) increases, that
the probability that consumers will be willing to pay premia decreases.
Results indicate that respondents with tertiary level education were not willing to pay
more for organic foods (p<0.10). Literature results are mixed concerning the anticipated sign of
this relationship. Wilkins and Hillers (1994) found that education was not a significant variable
on the purchase of organic foods. Other studies by (Thompson, 1998; Loureiro and Hine, 2002;
and Govindasamy and Italia 1999) found both positive and negative results between education
and consumer willingness to pay for organic foods.
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Somewhat surprisingly, this study found that urban residents were less willing to pay for
organically grown foods than were subrurban and rural residents. These results disagree with
those found in a study by (Govindasamy et al., 2001). Respondent marital status variable was
found to be important in explaining willingness to pay for organic foods. Specifically, it was
found that those who are married were willing to pay significantly less for organic produce than
were those who were either single or divorced/separated. In light of household financial
constraints this result is not surprising. Married households are likely to live in households which
have more financial commitments (i.e. children) as compared to those with single or
divorced/separated people. This result is also in agreement with conclusion drawn from other
studies (Govindasamy and Italia, 1999; Govindasamy et al., 2001; Henson, 1996).
Results of this study also found some evidence that Dominican consumers have some
preference as to where their food is produced. While consumer opinion that is it important for
foods to be produced in Dominica was found not to be significant, the importance that foods be
produced in the Caribbean region was found to be significant (p<0.10). This result is consistent
with results concerning willingness to pay for locally grown products (model 2). Dominican
consumers have a regional rather than national identity with regard to their food consumption.
Willingness to pay for organic food is further explained by risk perceptions. Those that
agreed that the use of synthetic chemicals have a negative effect on the environment
(ADENVIR), were willing to pay significantly more for organically produced produce (p<0.05).
Model Two examines consumer willingness to pay more for locally grown foods in
Dominica. As with organic products, results generated from this model indicated that consumer
willingness to pay more for local grown produce is indirectly related to the price premium
charged for these products relative to products not identified as being “locally grown.” Not
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surprisingly the proportion of individuals willing to pay for locally grown produce decrease more
quickly than for organic produce given an equivalent premia increase. Willingness to pay for
locally grown foods is also explained by consumer evaluation of the importance of foods grown
in the Caribbean (IMPCARIB); Those who include that it is important to purchase foods from
the Caribbean report a higher willingness to pay for locally grown products (p<0.1). No other
variables were found to be significant in explaining consumer willingness to pay for locally
grown produce.
Two additional models were examined which assessed whether any of the variables
examined in Models 1 and 2 varied in any significant way with respondent willingness to pay.
Results from this analysis are presented in Appendix A. In examining the interaction terms in
these models it can be seen that willingness to pay does not vary in any significant way with any
of the explanatory variables. This result provides support that models 1 and 2 were appropriate
for examining willingness to pay for organic and locally grown products respectively.
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CHAPTER SIX: CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

This study explores consumer willingness to pay for organically and locally grown foods
in Dominica. For this analysis, a detailed questionnaire was designed to obtain information from
the respondents about their socio demographic- characteristics, household produce purchasing
habits and their opinions regarding issues that may affect fruit and vegetable demand. The
overall objective of the study was to identify consumers‟ willingness to pay for “organic” and
“locally grown” produce. With regards to household food purchasing habits, 78.4% of
respondents were the primary purchaser of food for the household, 92% indicated that their
families consciously eat healthy foods, while 19.6% stated that they have a family member with
a nutrition- related health problem. The study found 80.1% of the respondents indicated that the
lack of availability of organic foods in the markets was a major limitation to their ability to
purchase them. Among the organic foods identified as most desired by respondents were
tomatoes, cabbages, carrots, citrus, “ground provisions” (yam, taro), plantain, bananas, lettuce
and spinach.
Results of the survey indicate that Dominican consumers are willing to pay more for
organic and locally grown produce. Despite the scarcity of organic foods in the domestic
market, and the lack of proper certification, results indicate that organic produce is positively
valued on the Island. Specifically, this study found that people who live in the rural areas felt it
important that their food be sourced from the Caribbean, and who agreed that the use of synthetic
chemicals has a negative effect on the environment, were willing to pay more for organically
grown fruits and vegetables. Other variables including the price premiums for organic produce, a
tertiary level of education, and marital status were found to be negatively correlated with
willingness to pay for organic produce. Among these variables, only price premia and respondent
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opinion that it was important to source their products from the Caribbean were found to be useful
in explaining the willingness to pay for “locally grown” produce.
At present, several factors limit domestic consumption of organic produce. These factors
include the limited availability of organic products in the domestic market, lack of an organic
standard and certifying institution, and the high price premiums for these products. The lack of
proper certification from a recognized and respected intuition is considered the most serious
limitation to domestic consumption of organic foods in Dominica. With an accepted certification
program customers would be able to distinguish organic foods from conventionally produced
foods and to gain some level of trust between the producer and the consumer. When this trust is
established this study‟s results indicate that consumers will increase their willingness to purchase
and increase the premia they are willing to pay for organic produce.
Implementation of organic standards through a registration program will enable more
farmers and processors to enter into organic production, will open the possibility of exporting
organic produce to other Caribbean islands, and may provide an additional draw for Dominica
with eco-tourists.
In Dominica, the demographic factors that affect willingness to pay for organic food are
similar to those found in other studies conducted on willingness to pay internationally
(Giovandasmy and Italia, 2001; Thompson, 1998; Angulo et al., 2003; and Loreiro and Hine
2002). Based on the survey results it would appear that should organic produce become more
widely available, some population segments will demand and be willing to pay for these
products. Results from this analysis suggests that from the perspective of domestic consumers,
Dominica should continue to exploring the possibility of becoming and “Organic Island.”
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Future Research
There is need and much opportunity for additional research on this topic. As a starting
point, to further assess potential demand, research which examines the demand and willingness
to pay for organic products on other Caribbean Islands is needed. This is especially true of
Dominica‟s current and potential trading partners. Research is also needed to determine the
demand for specific organic demand in Dominica. Combining this information with willingness
to pay estimates information could permit a reallocation of Dominica‟s agricultural land to
products with the greatest profit potential.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: RESULTS OF LOGISTIC MODEL BETWEEN WTP MORE AND
WTP LESS ORGANIC/LOCAL FOODS
Table A.1. Results of Logistic Model Examining Interactions Between WTP and Key Explanatory
Variables

Variable
Intercept
Percent willing to pay more
Male
Tertiary Education
Graduate studies
Ethnicity (Black)
Urban
Interaction(Rural and WTPM)
Household income <$999
Household income>$4000
Married
Primary purchaser of food
Important Caribbean
Important Dominica
Environment
Expensive
WTPMORE and Male
WTPMORE and Tertiary education
WTPMORE and Graduate Study
WTPMORE and Black
WTPMORE and Urban
WTPMORE and Rural
WTPMORE and household income <$999
WTPMORE and household income
>$4000
WTPMORE and Married
WTPMORE and Primary purchaser
WTPMORE and Important Caribbean
WTPMORE and Important Dominica
WTPMORE and Environment
WTPMORE and Expensive

Model Three
Organic
Estimate (SD)
-1.551(1.5)
-0.216(0.0)***
1.066(81.4)
-1.718.(121.9)
0.473(154.5)
-0.187(60.6)
-0.057(114.2)
-0.207(140.8)
0.559(120.8)
4.816(211.5)
-1.697(135.2)
-5.861(136.1)
0.309(63.3)
-0.278(59.4)
-0.0270(25.8)
-0.495(27.6)
-1.119(81.4)
0.756(121.9)
-1.514(154.5)
0.710(60.57)
0.709(114.2)
-0.762(140.8)
-1.615(120.8)
-5.434(211.6)

Model Four
Locally Grown
Estimate (SD)
2.367(1.4)
-0.212(0.04)***
11.226(98.9)
-19.959(220.8)
-21.139(258.7)
-1.224(128.7)
-3.897(232.2)
-11.1667(294.8)
-8.159(284.3)
-1.719(377.1)
-9.419(165.2)
0.753(256.4)
-0.7081(101.6)
2.958(87.9)
-0.763(47.4)
0.240(37.8)
-11.185(98.9)
19.830(220.8)
20.874(258.7)
1.128(128.7)
3.408(232.2)
10.075(294.8)
-9.032(284.3)
1.0046(377.1)

0.676(135.2)
6.545(136.1)
-0.076(63.3)
0.475(59.4)
0.354(25.8)
0.157(27.6)

9.390(165.2)
-1.355(256.4)
1.007(101.6)
-2.742(87.9)
0.773(47.4)
-0.343(37.8)

Notes: ***, ** and * represents statistically significant coefficient at α =0.001, α=0.05 and
α=0.1 respectively. SD= Standard Deviation
Sample size (n)= 186
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APPENDIX B: CONSUMER SURVEY
Interview Location: __________________________________
Identification code: ______________

Date: ____/_____/2009
(day) (month)
Survey Series: ________

Part 1: Demographic characteristics of Respondent & Respondent Household
1. Gender: Male ____ Female ____
2. In which city/Region do you live? ________________________________
3. How would you describe your neighborhood?
Urban_______ Suburban_______
Rural________
4. In what range does your age (in years) fall?
[1] 18-24years ___
[2] 25-34 years ___
[3] 35-44 years ___

[4] 45-54years ___
[5] 55-64 years ___
[6] 65+ years ___

5. Which of the following best describes your current marital status?
[1] Single _____ [2] Married _____ [3] Divorced/separated ____ [4] Widowed ___ [5]
Other___________
6. How would you classify your ethnicity?
[1] Black ____
[2] Mixed____
[4] Asian ____
[5] White ____

[3] Indigenous ____
[6] Other ________________________

7a. What is your Residency Status?
[1]Resident __ [2] Returning Dominicans__ [3] Tourist___ [4] Foreign Student [5] Other ____________
7b. If not a resident, what is your location of permanent residence? __________________________
8. What is the highest level of education completed?
[1]Primary/Elementary School ______
[5] Four year College Degree
[2]Secondary/High School
______
[6] Masters Degree
[3]Tertiary/Vocational
______
[7] Professional (Attorney, Doctor)
[4] Two Year College Degree ______
[8] Ph.D
[9] Other
_______: ___________________________________
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_______
_______
_______
_______
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9. In what range does your monthly household income?
[1]$<999
_______ [2] $1,000-1,999 ______ [3] $2,000-2,999 _______
[4] $3,000-$3,999 _______ [5] >$4,000
_______
Currency this income is denoted in _____XCD
USD________
10. How many persons, including yourself live in the household? _______
11. How many dependents are there in your household that are?
11 a) Number of Child Dependents_____ 11b) Number of adult dependents.______
12. What best describes your current occupation?
[1] Professional/semi-professional ____ [2] Administrative/Managerial ___ [3] Farmer _____
[4] Skilled/Technically Trained

____ [5] Clerical/Service ____ [6] Laborer/Domestic _____

[7] Retired/Pensioner ___ [8] Student ___ [9] Housewife ____[10] Unemployed ___[11] Other ____

PART II: HOUSEHOLD FOOD PURCHASING HABITS
13. Are you the primary purchaser of food for your household? Yes ____ No ____
13b. If no, ask: Which household member is the primary purchaser of food? ___________________
14. Approximately how much does your household spend on food weekly? $ _____________XCD
14b. Of this amount, approximately how much is spend on fruit and vegetables weekly? $ ________XCD
15. How often do you buy fresh produce or meat products from the following sources?
Daily

Several
(3-6)
Times/week

A few (1-2)
Times/week

Monthly

Seldom

Never

Supermarket
Market(i.e. Roseau market)
Directly from a farmer
Convenience store/ small
grocery store
Street Vendor
Other:

16. Does your family consciously eat healthy foods? Yes____

No ____

17. Do any members of your family have nutritional related health problems? Yes ____ No ____
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18. How would you classify yourself in terms of trying newly introduced food product in the
Supermarket?
Among the first to try
Among the last to try

_____
_____

In between the first to try and the last to try
I rarely or never try new food products

_____
_____

19. How important are the following characteristics of food to you?
[1] Unimportant
[4] Important

[2] Of little importance
[5] Very Important

[3] Moderately important
[0] Don‟t know/Unsure
[1]

[2]

[3]

[4]

[5]

[0]

The food I purchase is produced in the Caribbean Region
The food I purchase is produced in Dominica
The food I purchase is produced locally.
Absence of pesticide residues.
Price
Product freshness
Product ripeness
Food grown with chemicals
No chemicals were used in the production of this food
The idea of genetically modified foods are a cause for concern
The food is organic
The food is certified to be organic.

PART III: OPINIONS REGARDING SPECIALTY FOOD PRODUCTS
20. Are you familiar with the term „organic‟? Yes ______
No _____
If no, skip to Q. 23.
If yes, ask: What do you understand the term „organically produced‟ to mean?
21. If you were buying vegetables or fruit from the market and you could choose at equal prices
between produce which was organically produced and conventionally produced, which one would
you choose?
Organically produced _____
conventionally produced _____
If the person takes more than a few seconds to answer, ask:
21b.
Are you: Not sure? _____
Makes no difference? _____
don‟t know? _____
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22. Suppose your favorite fruit or vegetable regularly costs $2.00 per kg. Would you pay slightly
more for an organic version of this product?
Yes _____ (go to Q.22a)
No _____ (go to Q.22b)
If respondent answers „Yes‟ ask:

If respondent answers „No‟ ask:

22a How much would you be willing to pay for
an organic version of this product?

22b. How much would you be willing to pay for an
organic version of this product?

i. Between $2.01 and $2.10?

_____

i. Between $1.90 and $1.99

_____

ii. Between $2.11 cents and 2.20?

_____

ii. Between $1.80 and $1.89

_____

iii. Between $2.21 cent and $2.40?

_____

iii. Between $1.60 and $1.79

_____

iv. Between $2.41 cent and $2.60?

_____

iv. Between $1.40 and $1.59

_____

v. Between $2.61 cent and $2.90?

_____

v. Between $1.10 and $1.39

_____

vi. More than $2.91?

_____

vi. Less than $1.10

_____

23. Are you familiar with this symbol? Yes _____ No _____
Show the either the DOAM (Series A) or USDA Organic (Series B) symbols to the respondent.
24a. Would your willingness to pay for your favorite organically produced fruit or vegetable change
if it had this symbol on it?
For willingness to pay amount, use price ranges from Q. 22.
_____ Yes, willing to pay more
Willing to pay what amount: ________
_____ I would pay the same amount as I just stated.
_____ No, would want to pay less
Willing to pay what amount
25. When you think of organic foods, what characteristics come to mind?
26. If the customer indicates that they do purchase organic produce (response to 23 =„Organically
Produced‟ ask:
What are the primary reasons that you purchase organic products?
27. Is organic produce available from the store/location from which you most often purchase
groceries? Yes ______
No _____
27b. What (other) factors, if any, limit your ability to purchase organic products?
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28. Which, if any, organic products
(Produce, Meat) do you currently
buy?
(Don’t make suggestions. List
products here which are mentioned by
respondents.)

28b.Out of 10
times that you
purchase this
item, how any
times would
you buy the
organic version
of it?

29. Which products would you be interested in
buying?
(Don’t make suggestions. List products here
which are mentioned by respondents.)

i.

i.

ii.

ii.

iii.

iii.

iv.

iv.

v.

v.

vi.

vi.

vii.

vii.

Food Purchasing Practices and Preferences among Consumers in Dominica Summer 2009

96

Page 5

30. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the following statements.
[1] Strongly Disagree [2] Disagree
[3] Neither agree nor disagree
[4] Agree
[5] Strongly Agree [0] Don‟t know/unsure
[1]
[2]
[3]
[4]
[5]
Conventionally produced foods are generally safe to consume.
The use of synthetic chemicals in agriculture has a negative
effect on the environment.
The use of synthetic chemicals in agriculture has a negative
effect on human health.
It is important to me for a product to be certified as „organic‟
rather than the seller tell me that it is organic.
Organic foods typically are too expensive.
It is easier to access foods like fruits and vegetables from
other countries than it is to access foods grown in Dominica.
There is basically no difference between the safety of
conventionally produced and organically produced foods.
I would buy (more) organic produce if it were more readily
available.
I think that the government of Dominica does a better job of
assuring the safety of our foods than in other places such as
the US or EU.
I would buy (more) organic produce if it were cheaper.
I am concerned about pesticide residues in our food supply.
I would have more confidence if organic products were
certified by the Dominican government than by a NGO.

[0]

31. Are you familiar with the term „locally grown‟? Yes ______
No _____
If yes, ask: When you hear the term „locally grown‟ what region/area comes to mind?
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32. Suppose your favorite fruit or vegetable regularly costs $2.00 per kg. Would you pay slightly
more for a locally grown version of this product?
Yes _____ (go to Q.32a)
No _____ (go to Q.32b)
If respondent answers „Yes‟ ask:

If respondent answers „No‟ ask:

32a. How much would you be willing to pay for
a locally grown version of this product?

32b. How much would you be willing to pay for a
locally grown version of this product?

Between $2.01 and $2.10?

_____

Between $1.90 and $1.99

_____

Between $2.11 cents and $2.20?

_____

Between $1.80 and $1.89

_____

Between $2.21 cent and $2.40?

_____

Between $1.60 and $1.79

_____

Between $2.41 cent and $2.60?

_____

Between $1.40 and $1.59

_____

Between $2.61 cent and $2.90?

_____

Between $1.10 and $1.39

_____

More than $2.91?

_____

Less than $1.10

_____

33. Would your response change if the product was both locally grown and organically
produced? Yes _____
No ____
33a. If yes, how much would you be willing to pay? ________
(Use base price and ranges from Q. 32)
34. If indicate would be willing to pay more for locally grown foods (Q33. = „Yes‟):
What are the primary reasons that you would prefer to purchase locally grown foods?
_____ More Fresh
_____ Support local businesses
_____ Better Taste
_____ Like having a direct connection with my source of food
_____ More nutritious
_____ Support regional economy
_____ Products are safer

35. Any comments that you wish to make?
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APPENDIX C: CONSENT SCRIPT

Food Purchasing Practices and Preferences among Consumers in Dominica
Summer 2009

Script to read to potential survey participants:

You are invited to participate in a survey about consumer willingness to pay for organic foods, current
food purchasing practices, and food preferences. This questionnaire will take about 15 minutes. Your
participation is completely voluntary. Your responses are confidential. You will not be identified in any
reports about this study. You will be among about 100 consumers asked to participate in this survey.
You must be at least 18 years of age to participate.
This survey is being conducted by Seraphine (Nelly) George. She is a graduate student in the Department
of Applied and Economic Statistics at Clemson University in Clemson, South Carolina, USA. This survey
is for her Master‟s thesis. At Clemson, Ms George can be reached by telephone, 864.656.5791 or by fax,
/864.656.5776. Her e-mail address is sgeorge@clemson.edu. In Dominica, she can be reached by phone
at 767.276.4036.
Ms George‟s thesis advisor is Dr.Kathryn Boys. She can be reached at 864.656.5791; fax, 864.656.5776.
Her e-mail address is kboys@clemson.edu.
.
If you have any questions about this study, please contact Laura Moll, Office of Research Compliance at
Clemson University. Telephone: 864.656.6460; Fax: 864.656.4475; e-mail: lmoll@clemson.edu
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APPENDIX D: CONSENT FORM

INFORMATION CONCERNING PARTICIPATION IN A RESEARCH STUDY
~ CLEMSON UNIVERSITY ~

FOOD PURCHASING PRACTICES AND PREFERENCES AMONG CONSUMERS IN DOMINICA

DESCRIPTION OF THE RESEARCH AND YOUR PARTICIPATION
You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Dr. Kathryn Boys and Ms.
Seraphine (Nelly) George. The purpose of this research is to explore current food purchasing
practices and preferences for food products among consumers in Dominica.

Your participation will involve completing a survey which will be administered through a short
interview. It is anticipated that the interview will take 5-10 minutes to complete.

RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS
There are no known risks associated with this research. For any reason you may, of course
though, skip or refuse to answer any questions.

POTENTIAL BENEFITS
While you will not receive any direct benefits from participating in this study, as a result of your
participation we will obtain a better understanding of Dominican food markets. Results from
this study will be widely disseminated and may contribute to policy setting and non-government
organization program efforts in Dominica and other areas.

PROTECTION OF CONFIDENTIALITY
We will do everything we can to protect your privacy. Personal information, such as your name
and address, will not be collected and demographic information collected for this survey will not
be able to be linked back to study participants. Your identity will not be revealed in any
publication that might result from this study.
100

VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION
Your participation in this research study is voluntary. You may choose not to participate and you
may withdraw your consent to participate at any time. You will not be penalized in any way
should you decide not to participate or to withdraw from this study.

CONTACT INFORMATION
If you have any questions or concerns about this study or if any problems arise, please contact
Dr. Kathryn Boys at Clemson University at 864.656.4345. If you have any questions or concerns
about your rights as a research participant, please contact the Clemson University Office of
Research Compliance at 864.656.6460.
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